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Abstract 
 The impact close relationships have on development, functioning, and wellbeing 
makes its research important in enriching understanding about the social conditions that 
support better socio-emotional functioning. While the literature has seen voluminous 
research on close relationships, cross-cultural research on the topic has received relatively 
less attention. This dissertation addresses this literature gap by studying close relationships 
across two cultures, using attachment theory as the theoretical framework.  
A review of available adult attachment studies between Western and East Asian 
populations show that: 1) East Asians typically score higher culture level means in 
attachment insecurity (i.e., attachment anxiety and avoidance) on survey measures, and 2) 
attachment insecurity appears to more strongly predict worse psychological functioning 
among East Asians, than Westerners. These differences have been largely attributed to 
East-West differences in individualism and collectivism levels or related reasons, which are 
often vaguely defined and not systematically evaluated in existing studies. Current cross-
cultural studies also almost overwhelmingly examine individual differences but not 
attachment normative processes. These findings informed two cross-cultural, cross-
sectional studies that sampled college students from Western (Australian) and 
Eastern/Asian (Singaporean) backgrounds to examine if attachment differences are 
associated with individualism and collectivism at the individual level. The first study 
assessed participants’ (Australian n = 143; Singaporean n = 146) personal endorsement of 
individualism and collectivism, their associations with attachment orientation, and their 
roles in moderating the relation between attachment and psychological outcomes (i.e., 
attachment-psychological outcomes link). It also compared the attachment networks and 
transfer between Singaporeans and Australians. The second study (Australian n = 206; 
vii 
 
Singaporean n = 322) used two complementary approaches to assess culture to tease apart 
the separate associations of personal endorsement and perceived norms of individualism 
and collectivism with attachment, and assessed the moderating role of person-culture fit in 
the attachment-psychological outcomes link. Results showed that, across two studies using 
different attachment scales, the two populations did not score reliably differently in their 
culture level means of individualism and collectivism or attachment constructs. The two 
studies corroborated results showing that individual differences in personal endorsement of 
individualism and collectivism (also perceived norm of collectivism) were associated with 
individual differences in avoidance, in directions consistent with their conceptual 
definitions. However, personal endorsement and perceived norm of individualism and 
collectivism showed non-significant associations with attachment anxiety. At the individual 
level, there was qualified support that personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism and person-culture fit moderated the attachment-psychological outcomes 
association. Comparisons of attachment network and transfer showed that Singaporean and 
Australian late adolescents/young adults showed typical sequential attachment transfer. 
Romantic partners appeared to play a central role as attachment figures among individuals 
in a romantic relationship. Entering a romantic relationship seemed to accentuate 
differences in young adults’ preferences towards different relationship targets as attachment 
figures between cultures. Overall, results highlighted more similarities than differences in 
attachment patterns between the cultures examined. It is argued that cultural influences on 
attachment is better understood through directly examining associations between them 
rather than comparisons of culture level means. Implications of results, limitations of 
studies, and future directions for research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
A desire to form and maintain close, lasting interpersonal bonds with others appears 
to be common to humans (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby, 1979). This desire for close 
relationships is thought to be innately driven by the needs for belongingness, relatedness, or 
love, which have been argued by various theorists to form part of humans’ fundamental 
motivations or basic psychological requirements (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Maslow, 
1943; Ryan & Deci, 2000). It is through participating in long-term, satisfying close 
relationships that these basic needs are met and a sense of wellbeing and motivation are 
achieved (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Conversely, poor quality close 
relationships frustrate the fulfilment of these needs, likely resulting in emotional distress 
and poor functioning (Hazan & Shaver, 1994). From late adolescence to adulthood, 
disruptions in relationships such as break-ups, divorce, poor marital quality, and death of a 
partner are associated with a host of negative outcomes ranging from more emotional 
volatility, worse mental and physical health, greater use of mental health services, to 
increased risk of alcohol consumption (Prigerson, Maciejewski, & Rosenheck, 1999; 
Sbarra & Emery, 2005). Among the elderly population, social isolation and loneliness have 
also been associated with an increased risk of death, and decline in daily functioning and 
physical mobility (Perissinotto, Stijacic Cenzer, & Covinsky, 2012).  
Besides being an indispensable source that humans seek to meet basic needs, 
interpersonal relationships also provide the necessary platform for normative 
developmental processes to unfold. Shifting interpersonal landscapes across the lifespan 
present different social conditions and developmental challenges or tasks that individuals 
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have to negotiate in order to attain increasing socio-emotional competencies (Erikson, 
1968). These integral roles played by close relationships in development, functioning, and 
psychological outcomes, provide a strong impetus for research to help us better understand 
the conditions that support better socio-emotional wellbeing.  
Across cultures, love, sex, loneliness, and grief—conditions or experiences that 
have their origins in interpersonal relationships—show generalities and weave in 
profoundly into human lives (Hatfield & Rapson, 2005; Parkes & Prigerson, 2010; Schmitt 
et al., 2004). Since the basic needs underlying humans’ apparent innate tendency to forge 
close interpersonal bonds are thought to be universal (Bowlby, 1969/1982; Ryan & Deci, 
2000), there is an implicit assumption that close relationships would generally play out and 
function similarly across cultures. Comparatively, whether and how patterns of close 
relationships differ systematically with culture have received less attention in research 
(Bretherton, 1992; Keller, 2013; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). This is despite 
that cross-cultural studies offer advantages that theories or research that are based on 
relatively homogenous populations do not. Cross-cultural studies provide the opportunities 
to verify the generalizability of theories or research beyond the populations they are 
developed on, as well as enable researchers to understand and interpret behaviors in a 
culturally-informed manner (Brislin, 1976). With regards to close relationships, cross-
cultural research could inform us of which aspects of them are common across or vary with 
cultures, as well as how their expressions and functioning may be influenced by culture. It 
is with these interests in mind that this dissertation has set out to achieve the following aims 
within the specific context of late adolescence/young adulthood: 1) to understand what the 
existing literature informs us about the aspects of close relationships that cultures show 
similarities and differences in, 2) to understand what are the culture-related influences on 
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close relationships differences, and 3) how these culture-related variables may influence the 
link between close relationships and psychological outcomes.  
Attachment Theory: A Theoretical Framework for Studying Close Relationships 
For its purpose, this dissertation has chosen attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982) 
as the theoretical framework for studying close relationships. Attachment theory has 
emerged as one of the leading theories in the study of close relationships that has shown its 
utility as a framework to understand cross-cultural patterns of similarities and differences in 
infant-mother relationships (Grossmann, Grossmann, & Keppler, 2005; for a review of 
infant attachment studies across cultures see van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). Since 
its inception, attachment theory has been applied to the study of a wide range of topics 
relating to close relationships, such as in understanding the nature of infant-mother 
relationships, friendships, or romantic relationships, individual differences in and 
intergenerational transmission of relationship patterns, precursors to and outcomes of 
healthy relationship functioning, personality development, wellbeing, psychopathology, 
and psychotherapy (Belsky & Fearon, 2008; Cassidy, 2000; La Guardia, Ryan, Couchman, 
& Deci, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Soares, Fremmer-Bombik, Grossmann, & Silva, 
2000).  
An Attachment Perspective on Close Relationships across Cultures 
Attachment theory was born out of Bowlby’s (1969/1982) attempt to understand 
and explain the nature of a child’s bond to his mother and why a child deprived of such a 
bond seems to suffer severe emotional reactions and retardation in physical development 
(Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991). In his attempt to do so, Bowlby drew from literatures on 
evolution theory, ethology, and primate studies. Inspired by the concept of the ‘behavioral 
4  
 
system’ borrowed from ethology, Bowlby postulated that humans had evolved an 
attachment behavioral system that underlies human infants’ innate tendency to become 
attached to one’s caregivers—this, for the goal of maintaining physical proximity for 
protection, security, and care to maximize the infant’s chances of surviving. Bowlby’s case 
that an evolutionary explanation for attachment behaviors is warranted was strengthened by 
evidence from primate studies (Hinde & Spencer-Booth, 1971) demonstrating that non-
human primate infants that share humans’ evolutionary lineage also showed attachment-
like ties to their mothers.  
The positing of attachment as a behavioral system and tracing its roots to humans’ 
evolutionary history has wide implications in terms of the underpinnings of attachment. 
Being a behavioral system implies that attachment has a biological basis, serves the 
function of enhancing survival, and hence, is a species-wide phenomenon that exerts its 
influence on the development and functioning of all human beings (Grossmann et al., 2005; 
van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). On the other hand, an evolutionary explanation 
for humans’ capacity to form attachment necessitates a view of attachment as a flexible 
system that can adapt to varied conditions that present in different ecological or 
developmental niches across cultures. As summed up succinctly by van IJzendoorn and 
Sagi-Schwartz (2008): “Attachment theory without its contextual components is as difficult 
to conceive of as attachment theory without a universalistic perspective” (p. 900). 
Currently, while some scholars have voiced concerns that attachment theory was developed 
largely on Western conceptions about the relationships between the self and other and may 
risk overgeneralizing these concepts to other cultures (Keller, 2013; Rothbaum, Weisz, 
Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000), most attachment scholars consider that the core 
assumptions of attachment theory could be applied universally (Grossmann et al., 2005; 
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Rothbaum & Morelli, 2005; Yalcinkaya, Rapoza, & Malley-Morrison, 2010). At the same 
time, it is acknowledged that culture may be reasonably expected to influence the 
behavioral manifestations or functioning of attachment within the margins permissible by 
the attachment behavioral system (Grossmann et al., 2005; Posada & Jacobs, 2001).  
Evidence that attachment processes show universality in the core areas/assumptions 
of the theory was provided by an oft-cited review of cross-cultural studies on infant/child 
attachment conducted by van IJzendoorn and Sagi-Schwartz (2008). This review observed 
that basic attachment processes occur across diverse cultures with varied childrearing 
conditions (e.g., infants show similar tendency to develop attachment towards their primary 
caregiver; secure attachment is normative and associated with sensitive caregiving and 
better functioning among existing studies), although notable differences in attachment 
patterns have been found across cultures that present different developmental niches (e.g., 
infants may form multiple attachment if they have multiple caregivers). Overall, however, 
the authors concluded that the amount of cross-cultural research available on attachment is 
“absurdly small” (p. 901), and urged for more investigation to test the boundaries and 
conditions for producing those differences. On the whole, there are strong reasons for 
attachment research to pay attention to the contextual or cultural factors that may influence 
the expression and functioning of attachment. This aligns with the aims of this dissertation 
which seek to examine the nature of close relationships across cultures. 
An Introduction to Current Cross-Cultural Research on Adult Attachment 
Bowlby (1979) had always treated attachment as a behavioral system that would 
remain relevant and functional “from cradle to the grave” (p. 129), but up until the late 
1980s, attachment research had mostly focused on infancy/childhood, and very much less 
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on later ages or developmental phases. Comparatively, adult attachment research only 
gathered pace after Hazan and Shaver’s (1987, 1994) seminar papers that encouraged 
researchers to rethink adult romantic relationships as a continuation of attachment 
relationships from infancy, not unlike Bowlby’s (1979) original claims that attachment is a 
lifelong, developmental phenomenon that follows one across the lifespan. Cross-cultural 
adult attachment studies only began then and, quite expectedly, have accumulated less 
literature than that of earlier attachment, although some would argue that cross-cultural 
research is lacking in either. Conventionally, adult attachment has mainly been conducted 
on White, Western populations and it is relatively recently that adult attachment has been 
studied in non-White and non-Western populations. Fortunately, scholars have been 
responding to the call for the need for more cross-cultural adult attachment research 
(Keller, 2013). Our literature review observed that existing cross-cultural adult attachment 
studies are mainly single cross-group comparison studies between Western and 
Eastern/Asian populations. These studies have shed some light on the aspects of adult 
attachment that are similar or different across cultures, or at least between Western and 
East Asian cultures. However, available studies have somewhat progressed independently 
and are lacking a common point of reference where findings from separate studies could be 
compared and integrated to guide researchers in systematically evaluating suggested 
cultural influences on attachment. The amount of research has been steadily accumulating 
and the mass of research available is now in need of integrating so that one could navigate 
through the literature with some kind of organizational framework. 
The current state of the literature prompted this dissertation to conduct a review of 
existing cross-cultural attachment studies with a focus on adult attachment (Chapter Two). 
As available studies mostly involved comparison studies between Western and East Asian 
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populations, the review, and subsequent studies that follow in this dissertation, focused on 
these two populations. To preview the findings of the review, existing studies showed 
convergence in their results indicating some trends in similarities as well as East-West 
differences in adult attachment patterns (further elaboration in Chapter Two). There were 
two relatively recurring findings suggesting differences between East Asian and Western 
populations. First, East-West differences in culture level means of attachment constructs 
are typically reported in comparison studies involving two, at most three, samples from 
different cultural backgrounds (usually a Western and an East Asian culture) (e.g., Cheng 
& Kwan, 2008; Friedman, 2006; Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009; You & Malley-Morrison, 
2000). These studies usually found that East Asians score significantly higher levels on 
attachment insecurity (i.e., preoccupied attachment, attachment anxiety and avoidance) 
than their Western counterparts. These studies that focused on culture level comparisons of 
means make up the bulk of existing cross-cultural adult attachment studies, which 
unfortunately were often unable to systematically evaluate the cultural explanations 
suggested to account for attachment differences because they did not explicitly examine the 
relationships between attachment constructs and culture-related variables. Second, East 
Asians appear to show a different strength of associations between attachment and indices 
of psychological outcomes compared to Westerners, suggesting that culture-related factors 
may moderate the attachment-psychological outcomes association (e.g., Friedman, 2006; 
Friedman et al., 2010).  
Common interpretations of East-West differences in adult attachment patterns have 
often involved discussions of East-West differences in individualism and collectivism or 
related explanations (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; 
Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, 
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& Zakalik, 2004). Differences in fit between interpersonal styles (associated with 
attachment) and the cultural norms (i.e., person-culture fit) has also been suggested as a 
possible reason for East-West differences in the strength of the attachment-psychological 
outcomes association (Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010). Despite the enthusiasm in 
using individualism or collectivism and related reasons as explanations, the number of 
studies that have systematically examined the associations between individualism or 
collectivism and attachment is disproportionately small. Most have made assumptions 
about how cultures/nations sampled differ in individualism and collectivism without 
measuring them (e.g., Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009), despite 
research papers showing that countries do not always compare on individualism and 
collectivism levels in the ways experts predict (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; 
Peng, Nisbett, & Wong, 1997). When nations or cultures are categorically assumed to be 
either individualistic or collectivistic, individualism and collectivism are treated as 
mutually exclusive, largely downplaying or neglecting their within-culture individual 
differences. Such simplistic conceptions of culture oppose research supporting that within-
culture differences in individualism and collectivism are substantial and may be larger than 
between-culture differences (Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz, 2002), and that 
individualism and collectivism co-exist in cultures and individuals (Singelis, Triandis, 
Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Moreover, available studies that 
cite individualism or collectivism as possible cultural explanations are not always specific 
about the aspect of culture that may influence attachment processes. For instance, 
explanations alluding to individualism and collectivism sometimes discuss them as 
personality characteristics (e.g., view of self) and cultural norms at the same time (e.g., Lu 
et al., 2009; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). On the other hand, while more recent studies 
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have started to assess individualism and collectivism and examine their associations with 
attachment (e.g., Doherty, Hatfield, Thompson, & Choo, 1994; Frías, Shaver, & Díaz-
Loving, 2014; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010), they have been exclusively assessed as 
personal characteristics (i.e., personal endorsement of individualism or collectivism), 
neglecting other aspects of culture (e.g., perceived norms of individualism or collectivism) 
that have been suggested to potentially influence attachment. No studies appear to have 
simultaneously sampled an Eastern/Asian and a Western population and in assessing the 
moderating role of individualism and collectivism or person-culture fit in the attachment-
psychological outcomes association. Thus, the evidence that supports individualism and 
collectivism as the explanation and underlying cultural influence producing differences in 
adult attachment remains unsatisfactory (e.g., lack of studies, individualism and 
collectivism were not adequately assessed). Separately, and also noteworthy, available 
cross-cultural studies have been focusing on the study of individual differences in 
attachment but no studies have concurrently examined the normative processes of 
attachment (i.e., attachment networks and transfer) between Western and East Asian 
populations in the same study. This dissertation hopes to address some of the limitations in 
available cross-cultural adult attachment studies and contribute to the literature base in 
understanding the cultural factors that have been suggested to associate with attachment 
differences. 
Research Aims and Overview of Dissertation 
To reiterate, the primary aims of this dissertation are to: 1) examine the aspects of 
close relationships that cultures show similarities and differences in, 2) understand potential 
culture-related variables that may contribute to close relationship differences, and 3) how 
these culture-related variables may influence the link between close relationships and 
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psychological outcomes, using attachment theory as the theoretical framework and with 
young adults as the population of interest. In the following chapters, research that was 
conducted to achieve these aims systematically is presented across five papers (Chapters 
Two to Six). First, Chapter Two presents a paper that reviewed the extant literature on adult 
attachment studies involving East Asian and Western populations. This paper seeks to 
provide an organized summary of what existing studies have found regarding the 
similarities and differences in adult attachment between these two populations. It also 
summarizes available explanations for differences in adult attachment patterns found 
between Western and East Asian populations, discusses the limitations in available studies, 
and suggests areas that future studies can examine to enhance understanding in cultural 
influences on attachment. The literature gaps and suggested cultural influences identified in 
the review paper inform two cross-cultural, cross-sectional studies that were conducted to 
address the limitations and evaluate the cultural explanations (individual level of analysis) 
of attachment differences in existing research. These two studies, which sampled young 
adults from Western (Australia) and Asian (Singapore) backgrounds, are presented in four 
papers (Chapters Three to Six). Chapter Three presents the first study that evaluates if adult 
attachment orientations are associated with personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism (the commonly suggested cultural influence on attachment) and if the latter 
can moderate the attachment-psychological outcomes link, across Australians and 
Singaporeans at the individual level of analysis. The same study also explores cross-
cultural similarities and differences in the normative processes of attachment between 
Australians and Singaporeans (Chapter Six). Results from this study on the associations 
between individualism or collectivism and attachment orientations are followed up in the 
second study that is presented in two papers (Chapters Four and Five). Specifically, 
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Chapter Four replicates Chapter Three’s findings regarding the associations between 
attachment orientations and personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism using 
a different attachment scale. It additionally assesses perceived norms of individualism and 
collectivism, another suggested source of cultural influence on attachment that had not 
been systematically examined in the literature, and examines if they are associated with 
attachment orientations. Chapter Five follows up on Chapter Three’s results on the 
moderating role of individualism and collectivism in the attachment-psychological 
outcomes link. It more directly tests the hypothesis of whether person-culture fit in 
individualism or collectivism can moderate the relation between attachment and 
psychological outcomes. Finally, the results from the five papers are summarized, 
integrated, and presented in Chapter Seven. Chapter Seven completes the dissertation with 
a general discussion of the findings, implications of results found, discussion of the studies’ 
limitations, as well as future directions for research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Attachment in Western and East Asian Adults: A Review 
Authors: Lin, H.-h. & Wilkinson, R. B. 
Status: Manuscript in preparation 
 As discussed in the previous chapter, the extant literature is lacking a common 
ground that provides an overall picture for understanding the findings of existing cross-
cultural adult attachment studies. Thus, the purpose of this paper was to integrate common 
findings from available cross-cultural adult attachment studies regarding the aspects of 
attachment that cultures show similarities and differences in. Another of its goals was also 
to identify if there are common culture-related variables that have been suggested to 
influence attachment processes. This paper had chosen to focus on reviewing cross-cultural 
comparison studies involving Western and East Asian cultures as they form the bulk of 
available studies. This paper observed key findings suggesting East-West differences in 
adult attachment, the common cultural influences linked them, as well as limitations in 
existing studies, which informed the aims and design of two cross-cultural, cross-sectional 
studies that were intended to address current literature gaps. This paper thus lay important 
theoretical groundwork for the reader to understand the rationale and findings of 
subsequent chapters/papers.  
 The Candidate’s Contribution 
 The candidate was primarily responsible for the literature review, integration of 
findings across studies, and developing ideas and drafts throughout the whole research 
process. The second author contributed to the paper by providing feedback and comments 
for drafts of writing in a supervisory capacity.  
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Abstract 
Attachment theory has emerged as a dominant framework in the study of close 
relationships. While attachment research has traditionally sampled predominantly White, 
Western populations, there has been accumulating research comparing adult attachment 
patterns across cultures. The current literature, however, lacks an organized understanding 
of cross-cultural patterns in adult attachment. This paper fills this gap by reviewing adult 
attachment studies involving Western and East Asian populations, to identify: a) the 
aspects of adult attachment that the two populations show similarities and differences in, 
and b) the explanations that have been offered for differences found. The core hypotheses 
of attachment theory that have been suggested and used by attachment scholars to examine 
cross-cultural patterns of attachment are utilized to structure this review. We then discuss 
the limitations of available studies and suggest directions for future research to further the 
understanding of cultural influences on adult attachment. 
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Attachment in Western and East Asian Adults: A Review 
The importance and advantage of cross-cultural studies are twofold—they enable 
researchers to describe and interpret behaviors in a culturally meaningful way by taking 
into account what members of a culture value as important; they also enable researchers to 
develop theories to better explain human behavior across cultures (Brislin, 1976). In the 
case of close relationships, cross-cultural research enhances our understanding of this 
intimate aspect of human experience and how it manifests and impacts psychological 
functioning in different cultures. In studying close relationships, the attachment theory has 
emerged as a prominent framework, which has shown its viability in understanding 
similarities and differences in infant-mother relationships across cultures (for a review of 
the cross-cultural attachment literature with respect to infants, see van IJzendoorn & Sagi-
Schwartz, 2008). On the other hand, a similar organized understanding for cross-cultural 
attachment patterns in adulthood is lacking. Among available adult attachment studies, 
when similarities in attachment patterns are found across cultures, researchers often invoke 
the evolutionary explanation and cite them as evidence for the universality of attachment 
(e.g., Ditommaso, Brannen, & Burgess, 2005; Doherty, Hatfield, Thompson, & Choo, 
1994; Friedman, 2006; Marshall, 2005; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Zakalik, 2004). 
When cross-cultural differences are found, researchers usually interpret the findings as 
indicative of cultural influences on attachment, and speculate on the culture-related 
variables that may be associated with those differences (e.g., Friedman et al., 2010; Lu et 
al., 2009; Mak, Bond, Simpson, & Rholes, 2010; Shi, 2010; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006b; 
You & Malley-Morrison, 2000). However, the literature still lacks an integrated picture of 
the aspects of adult attachment in which cultures differ or are similar, as well as the various 
explanations for differences found. 
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To address this gap in the literature, this paper reviews cross-cultural adult 
attachment studies and aims to: 1) identify the aspects of attachment that show similarities 
and differences, and 2) organize the explanations that have been offered for the findings, 
especially differences. This paper begins with an overview of attachment theory to provide 
the basis for understanding a contemporary conceptualization of adult attachment, and the 
core hypotheses of attachment theory that have been suggested to evaluate its cross-cultural 
applicability (i.e., cultural similarities and differences in attachment). Taking the lead from 
infant attachment research (van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008), we used these core 
hypotheses to structure our review of the existing cross-cultural adult attachment studies in 
the next section. Our review focused on studies comparing the Western (mostly North 
American) and East Asian (i.e., Chinese and other nationalities with similar cultural 
heritage in Confucian teachings) populations because they comprise a sizeable bulk of the 
extant cross-cultural adult attachment studies. In the discussion, we will summarize the 
results in terms of the general trends in similarities and differences in adult attachment 
patterns between these two populations, as well as the various accounts that have been 
offered to explain their similarities and differences. Lastly, we will point out the limitations 
of existing cross-cultural adult attachment research and propose future directions this field 
could take to enrich the literature. 
Attachment Theory 
At the heart of attachment theory is Bowlby’s (1969/1982) assertion that there is a 
universal ‘attachment behavioral system,’ that remains relevant and functional across the 
lifespan, which underlies human infants’ seeming innate tendency to form a bond with its 
caregiver. This bond purportedly helps an infant maintain physical proximity to its 
caregiver for care and protection, to fulfil its security needs and enhance its survival. 
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During infancy, the many repeated experiences of availability and responsiveness of 
caregiving that an infant receives, shape the ‘working models’ of Self and Others it will 
develop as its cognitive abilities begin to mature (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; 
Bowlby, 1969/1982). These working models comprise beliefs and expectancies about one’s 
worthiness and lovability, and others’ trustworthiness and likelihood of providing help 
when one experiences threat or distress. These working models form the basis for 
individual differences in attachment styles. They are capable of influencing and guiding 
future attachment-related cognitions, feelings, and behaviors in social interactions, leading 
to some continuity in one’s attachment style across situations and lifespan (Cassidy, 2000; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Thus, to some extent, one’s attachment style developed over 
one’s earlier years may be carried across the lifespan, as well as across situations or people 
(Cassidy, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). At the same time, shifts in one’s attachment 
are possible when one’s relationships change or one encounters new relationships (Cassidy, 
2000).  
Support for Bowlby’s theorizing that differences in individuals’ earliest social 
experiences shape individual differences in attachment styles was obtained from Ainsworth 
et al.’s (1978) home and laboratory observations. Ainsworth et al. (1978) demonstrated that 
the behavioral profiles of infant-mother interactions during these observations could be 
categorized into three attachment styles (secure-autonomous, insecure-anxious ambivalent, 
and insecure-avoidant) which were associated with qualitative differences in the maternal 
sensitivity of their caregiving. Further, Ainsworth et al. showed that their infant sample 
could be effectively classified into the three attachment styles with two linear functions or 
dimensions—which arguably tie in with the two dimensions in the contemporary 
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conceptualization of adult attachment that will be elaborated on later (Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007). 
Despite the relevance of attachment theory to the study of close relationships across 
the lifespan, attachment research has mostly focused on infancy/childhood. Adult 
attachment only started to gain more attention in the late 1980s after Hazan and Shaver 
(1987, 1994) reviewed existing studies on adult relationships to support the use of 
attachment theory as a unifying framework for studying adult close, particularly romantic, 
relationships. A detailed discussion of the plethora of adult attachment measures that have 
been developed is beyond the scope of this paper. However, we will briefly describe the 
various ways adult attachment has been assessed and the relevant measures to provide a 
context for the reader to understand the results reported in the studies reviewed later (for a 
more detailed discussion on adult attachment measures, see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
Based on Ainsworth et al.’s (1978) descriptions of the three infant attachment 
styles, Hazan and Shaver (1987) first created a self-report measure to classify adults into 
three corresponding attachment styles (secure, avoidant, and anxious-ambivalent) in 
relation to their romantic experiences. Adult attachment styles have been classified into 
three (e.g., Attachment Styles Prototypes; Hazan & Shaver, 1987) or four types (e.g., 
Relationships Questionnaire [RQ]; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) in various self-report 
or interview measures (e.g., Adult Attachment Interview [AAI]; Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 
1985) that were developed by the 1990s. For instance, the AAI uses a three-way (secure, 
preoccupied, and dismissing) or four-way classification (secure, preoccupied, dismissing, 
and unresolved loss/trauma) to assign adult interviewees’ attachment style. Although there 
were slight variations in their naming of attachment styles (see Figure 1), these measures 
26  
 
were nevertheless developed on the theoretical foundations of Bowlby’s theory and the 
attachment styles first identified in Ainsworth et al. (1978).  
Researchers quickly realized that a categorical approach to adult attachment, though 
popular in the 1990s, is a less sensitive way of characterizing individuals’ attachment style 
because it disregards heterogeneity within groups (Friedman, 2006; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). It also limits comparisons between populations to the frequencies or distribution of 
attachment styles and the investigation of the correlates of attachment. An alternative is to 
use rating scales to assess attachment styles or dimensions. This dimensional approach to 
assess attachment enables comparisons between populations in their attachment levels with 
continuous scores, as well as the examining of associations between attachment and their 
hypothesized correlates. An example of such a self-report scale is the RQ (Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 1991), which asks individuals to rate themselves on all four attachment styles 
(secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful) as well as nominate the one that best 
describes them. The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA; Armsden & 
Greenberg, 1987) is another continuous self-report measure that was developed for 
adolescent respondents to assess their attachment security in specific domains or towards 
specific targets (e.g., mother, father, peer) (Wilkinson, 2011). 
More recently, a factor analysis of all continuous adult attachment ratings scales 
developed by late 1990s showed that individual differences in adult attachment styles could 
be reduced to two higher-order factors or dimensions, that is attachment anxiety and 
attachment avoidance (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). The result of this factor analysis 
was the development of the Experiences in Close Relationship Scale (ECRS; Brennan et 
al., 1998) and related scales, which have emerged as one of the most popular scales used in 
adult attachment studies. The ECRS taps into the two adult attachment dimensions or 
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orientations of anxiety and avoidance in relation to romantic relationships, and is 
occasionally adapted to assess other relationship-specific attachment orientations (e.g., 
maternal attachment; Ho et al., 2010). Far from deviating from Ainsworth’s initial 
conceptualization of infant attachment styles, these two adult attachment 
dimensions/orientations mirror the two dimensions underlying infant attachment styles first 
identified in Ainsworth et al. (1978) (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
Figure 1 presents a contemporary conceptualization which shows how the various 
ways self-reported adult attachment has been assessed correspond with each other. In the 
extant literature, individual differences in adult attachment styles are argued to be defined 
by two orthogonal dimensions of attachment anxiety and avoidance, which can be viewed 
as representing the working models (positive vs. negative view) of Self and Other, 
respectively (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brennan et al., 1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Attachment anxiety (model of Self) refers to doubts about one’s worthiness and 
lovability, and associated anxieties about separation, abandonment, or insufficient love in 
close relationships; whereas attachment avoidance (model of Others) refers to doubts about 
others’ trustworthiness, and related fears of intimacy, dependency, and emotional 
expressiveness (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brennan et al., 1998). The two 
dimensions vary in degrees across individuals and low scores on them are often interpreted 
as attachment security and high scores as attachment insecurity (Bartholomew, 1990; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). By interpreting one’s scores on these two dimensions, one 
could be categorized into one of four attachment styles: secure (low on anxiety and 
avoidance; positive views of self and others), and three ‘insecure styles,’ that are, 
dismissing (low on anxiety, high on avoidance; positive view of self, negative view of 
others), preoccupied (high on anxiety, low on avoidance; negative view of self, positive 
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view of others), or fearful (high on anxiety and avoidance; negative views of self and 
others). Attachment theorists have argued that insecure attachment represents negative 
expectancies of relationships that likely frustrate the fulfilment of human needs for survival 
and security, leading to poor psychosocial functioning such as emotional distress and 
relationship difficulties (Hazan & Shaver, 1994). In studies which are predominantly 
conducted on White, Western populations, insecure attachment (e.g., attachment anxiety 
and avoidance) has been found to be associated with more symptoms of depression, 
anxiety, and social difficulties (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Horowitz, Rosenberg, & 
Bartholomew, 1993; Kim, Carver, Deci, & Kasser, 2008). 
Core Hypotheses of Attachment Theory: Evaluating Similarities and Differences in 
Attachment across Cultures   
Attachment theory was originally formulated by Bowlby (1969/1982) to explain the 
nature and underpinnings of a child’s tie to his/her mother and the effects of maternal 
deprivation/separation on development. In doing so, he integrated literature from 
evolutionary theory, ethology and primate studies (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991). By 
theorizing attachment as a behavioral system, Bowlby meant to show that attachment is a 
product of evolution, which confers humans a survival advantage. Being a behavioral 
system implies that attachment has a biological basis and is a species-wide phenomena that 
should exert its influence on the development of all human beings, unless in the most 
severe cases of neurological deficits (van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). It also 
implies that attachment processes should be flexible enough to adapt to dynamic conditions 
in different ecologies and cultures (Crittenden & Claussen, 2000; Grossmann, Grossmann, 
& Keppler, 2005; Keller, 2013; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). Thus, to the 
extent that different cultures present different ecological conditions in developmental 
 29 
 
niches, culture-related variables or processes are expected to lead to attachment differences 
(e.g., in behavior manifestations or outcomes) (Grossmann et al., 2005; Posada & Jacobs, 
2001), making the study of attachment across different developmental contexts or cultures 
relevant (Lamb, 2005; LeVine & Norman, 2001; Rothbaum & Morelli, 2005; Weisner, 
2005). 
Various scholars have suggested some ‘core hypotheses’ of attachment theory that 
could serve to examine cross-cultural similarities and differences in attachment patterns 
(Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008; 
Yalcinkaya, Rapoza, & Malley-Morrison, 2010). These hypotheses provided a meaningful 
framework for understanding and interpreting cross-cultural findings in a review on infant 
attachment, which found supportive evidence for the cross-cultural validity of attachment 
theory (van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). This gave us confidence to apply 
attachment theory and organize findings of existing studies around these hypotheses, 
whenever possible. We now introduce the core hypotheses together with a brief summary 
of van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz’s (2008) findings, which will be followed by our 
review of adult attachment studies. 
Universality. First, the universality hypothesis states that all human beings will 
form attachment, implying that attachment bonds and behaviors should be present, 
observable, and measurable regardless of cultural differences in ecology or social 
environment. Across cultures, the meaning of attachment may also be expected to 
converge, and the attachment styles or factor structure that defines attachment should be 
identifiable (Schmitt et al., 2004; Yalcinkaya et al., 2010). There was strong support for 
this hypothesis from infant studies—all non-Western infant samples reviewed in van 
IJzendoorn and Sagi-Schwartz (2008) replicated typical Western findings in showing their 
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capability of developing attachment towards their primary caregiver, despite being raised in 
diverse cultures (e.g., Africa, China, Japan, Israel) with widely-varying childrearing 
conditions. There was also support for the conceptual similarity of attachment (of 
infants/children) across cultures—experts and mothers’ definitions of an ideal or secure 
child showed convergence both within and between cultures (e.g., China, Germany, 
Colombia, and Israel) (Posada et al., 1995, as cited in van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 
2008). In adult attachment, the documentation of factorial equivalence of attachment 
dimensions/measures across cultures could serve, in part, as a test of the universality 
hypothesis. 
Normativity. Secure attachment has typically been found to be the most typical (and 
presumably, the most adaptive) relative to insecure attachment styles in Western and non-
Western infant studies (e.g., Ainsworth et al., 1978; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 
2008). On this basis and that attachment is expected to show some continuity from infancy 
to adulthood, we may also expect secure attachment style to be more prevalent/rated higher 
relative to other attachment styles in adulthood across cultures (Bakermans-Kranenburg & 
van IJzendoorn, 2009). Related to this, we may expect comparisons of 
frequencies/distributions of attachment styles across cultures to show similarities. 
Extending this further, when attachment is assessed on continuous measures, we may 
expect levels of attachment security or insecurity (e.g., attachment anxiety and avoidance) 
to be similar across cultures.  
Sensitivity.  Western infant studies suggest that sensitive and responsive parenting 
contribute to the development of secure attachment (e.g., Ainsworth et al., 1978). This was 
supported in the limited non-Western infant studies available (although causality was 
unconfirmed) (van IJzendoorn, Sagi, & Lambermon, 1992; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-
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Schwartz, 2008). In adulthood, characteristics of relationships that parallel sensitive and 
responsive caregiving (e.g., mutual trust, care, and support) have also been associated with 
higher attachment security in Western adults (e.g., Doherty et al., 1994). These relationship 
characteristics may be expected to be associated with adult attachment security across 
cultures. 
Competence. A few cross-cultural infant studies available found supportive 
evidence for the attachment-psychological outcomes link—attachment security was 
associated with better physical health and socio-emotional functioning in infants (though 
the direction of causality could not be confirmed) (e.g., Kermoian & Leiderman, 1986; 
Valenzuela, 1990, as cited in van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). There is a larger 
volume of Western adult attachment studies that have documented that attachment 
insecurity is associated with poorer psychosocial functions such as depression, anxiety, and 
social difficulties (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Kim et al., 2008). We may similarly 
expect adult attachment security to be associated with better emotional, social, and 
psychosocial functioning, while attachment insecurity will lead to poorer functioning 
across cultures (van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz; 2008; Yalcinkaya et al., 2010).  
Cross-Cultural Empirical Studies on Adult Attachment 
Attachment research has conventionally been conducted predominantly with the 
White/Caucasian, middle class population from North America, making this culture a 
natural choice as a baseline for comparison with other cultures (see Bakermans-Kranenburg 
& van IJzendoorn, 2009, below for a similar approach). For the purpose of this review, we 
limited the comparison target to ‘East Asian cultures,’ a term we use loosely to refer to 
ethnic Chinese and related cultures/nations with similar cultural origins influenced by 
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Confucian teachings, which includes the Japanese and Koreans but excludes other Asian 
cultures such as Asian Indians and Filipinos. This way of grouping populations or cultures 
as “East Asian” is similar to approaches used elsewhere in the adult attachment literature 
(Schmitt et al., 2003; Schmitt et al., 2004). We recognize that great diversity exists within 
Asian or Eastern cultures. We hope that, by focusing on East Asians, we distil a relatively 
homogenous population that would facilitate our efforts to meaningfully identify the 
cultural variables that might account for their attachment differences from the Western 
cultures, without sacrificing too much on the number of studies available for review, for 
example, if the focus was narrowed to one nation. 
Almost all cross-cultural adult attachment studies identified for this review sampled 
college students. Here, we reviewed studies that drew samples from at least two 
cultures/nations involving an East Asian/Chinese sample being compared to a Western, 
usually North American, sample. For studies that also sampled additional cultures not of 
our interest, we focused on reporting results that informed how Western and East Asian 
samples compared on attachment patterns. We also reviewed studies that compared 
Western and other ethnicities of East Asian origin sampled within the same nation. 
Additionally, studies which only involved a single sample were included in this review if 
their sample was from an East Asian/Chinese culture. The majority of studies we reviewed 
were single, cross-group comparisons (i.e., sampled two cultures). Studies that 
simultaneously sampled three or more nations/cultures/ethnicities are rare (exceptions: e.g., 
Doherty at al., 1994; Friedman et al., 2010; Schmitt et al., 2004). To date, Schmitt et al.’s 
(2004) impressive International Sexuality Description Project (ISDP) spanning 62 cultural 
regions/58 nations is the largest-scale cross-cultural study on adult attachment and we 
could only locate one meta-analysis on the adult attachment styles distribution across 
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cultures (Bakermans-Kranenburg & van IJzendoorn, 2009). Available studies most 
typically examine the following areas: a) individual differences in attachment distribution 
or levels of attachment dimensions/orientations, b) associations between attachment and its 
predictor or outcome variables, and/or their moderating or mediating variables. There are 
also some studies that examined the construct validity or structural equivalence of 
conceptualizations of attachment across cultures. We could not locate cross-cultural studies 
examining attachment networks (e.g., size of network, targets of attachment) and the 
normative processes involved in attachment transfer despite the recent increase of research 
in this area (e.g., Friedlmeier & Granqvist, 2006; Mayselessx, 2004; Trinke & 
Bartholomew, 1997; Zhang, Chan, & Teng, 2011). 
Evaluating the Universality Hypothesis—Structural and Conceptual Equivalence of Adult 
Attachment 
 There is supportive evidence that the two-dimensional model of adult attachment 
holds across cultures. The strongest evidence comes arguably from Schmitt et al.’s (2004) 
impressive ISDP study which demonstrated substantial construct validity of the two-
dimensional structure of romantic attachment (assessed as Model of Self vs. Model of 
Other with the RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) across 62 cultures/58 nations. Schmitt 
et al. demonstrated that: 1) the Model of Self and the Model of Other dimensions showed 
convergent validities (i.e., positive correlations) with self-esteem in 92%, and prosociality 
in 65% of ISDP cultures, respectively; and 2) these two dimensions were orthogonal in 
80% of ISDP cultures, as hypothesized. Using a different adult attachment scale (i.e., the 
ECRS; Brennan et al., 1998), several other smaller-scale studies have also successfully 
demonstrated the structural equivalence/factor invariance of the two adult attachment 
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dimensions of anxiety and avoidance between ethnic groups (Asian, Hispanic, Latino, and 
Caucasian Americans), and between cultures (Hong Kong, the US, and Mexico) when 
comparing across scales in different languages (e.g., Chinese back-translated version of 
ECRS) (Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009; Wei et al., 2004). 
 There is less evidence for the universality of the proposed four-factor (secure, 
dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful) model of adult attachment styles (Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 1991). In a study involving Hong Kong Chinese and American samples, cluster 
analysis performed using the two adult attachment dimensions successfully identified four 
distinct attachment styles in both samples that were consistent with the four-category model 
mentioned earlier (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brennan et al., 1998). However, using 
the RQ, Schmitt et al. found that: 1) the predicted negative correlation between secure and 
fearful attachment styles were largely limited to Western cultures (e.g., West Europe, 
Australia and New Zealand) but not supported in Africa and some Asian cultures; 2) the 
preoccupied and dismissing attachment styles also only evidenced the predicted negative 
correlation in 25% of ISDP cultures; and 3) factor analyses showed that the three insecure 
attachment styles tended to congregate unexpectedly opposite secure attachment in major 
cultures including the North America, Oceania, and Asia. These results suggest that the 
four attachment styles did not form distinct types or reside in the two-dimensional space in 
the same way across cultures, hinting at some cultural specificity (Schmitt et al., 2004).  
 The conceptual equivalence of attachment of across cultures was examined in Wang 
and Mallinckrodt (2006b). Comparing between Taiwanese and US college students’ 
conceptualization of the attachment of an “ideally emotionally and psychologically healthy 
person of (participant’s) own gender and culture”, it was found that the Taiwanese ideal 
attachment denoted significantly higher endorsement of attachment anxiety and avoidance 
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than Americans’. It was noted that Taiwanese’s internal reliabilities on the attachment 
anxiety and avoidance scales (ECRS-Chinese), though acceptable, were significantly lower 
than Americans’ (ECRS-English). The authors argued that these results suggested culture 
(i.e., Western vs. East Asian)-specific beliefs about ideal or secure adult attachment since 
semantic equivalence of different language versions of ECRS had been established in a 
previous study (Mallinckrodt & Wang, 2004). 
In summary, there is good evidence suggesting that the two-dimensional structure 
of adult attachment is valid in non-Western cultures such as East Asian cultures, lending 
confidence to the use of attachment theory for understanding adult, close relationships in 
other cultures. On the other hand, there appears to be differences in the way the four 
attachment styles correlate or could be differentiated across cultures. Thus, it may be more 
appropriate to use the two-dimensional rather than the four attachment styles to examine 
cross-cultural patterns of attachment. 
Evaluating the Normativity Hypothesis—Prevalence of Attachment Styles and Dimensions 
across Cultures 
There is general support for the normativity of secure attachment in East Asian 
cultures whether by examining its frequency or ratings relative to other attachment styles. 
The largest study that has compared the frequencies/distribution of adult attachment styles 
and the normativity of secure attachment across cultures was Bakermans-Kranenburg and 
van IJzendoorn’s (2009) remarkable meta-analysis of 10, 500 AAI studies. Using the total 
sample of North American non-clinical mothers (whom the AAI was originally designed 
for) as the norm population, this meta-analysis evaluated if significant differences existed 
between the norm distribution of attachment styles (three-way classification: 58% secure, 
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23% dismissing, 19% preoccupied; or four-way classification: 56% secure, 16% 
dismissing, 9% preoccupied, 18% unresolved loss/trauma) and that of other cultures. The 
study found no systematic differences in attachment style distribution that were related to 
culture or language among non-clinical mothers—that is, secure attachment was the most 
prevalent (about 50%) attachment style across cultures with available data. However, 
although the studies reviewed offer strong support for the normativity of secure attachment, 
there was not enough data from East Asian cultural samples to confirm if the results could 
be generalized to them; Japan was the only East Asian culture with available data.  
Supportive evidence for the normativity of secure attachment in East Asian cultures 
mainly comes from other smaller-scale studies that use self-report measures to categorize 
attachment styles. These studies show converging evidence that secure attachment is the 
most prevalent attachment style and that there are no differences in attachment style 
distribution between East Asians (e.g., Chinese from China, Chinese Americans, or 
Chinese Canadians) and their Western counterparts (e.g., Caucasian Americans, European 
Canadians) (Doherty et al., 1994; Marshall, 2005; Shi, 2010). 
The normativity of secure attachment was also demonstrated in Schmitt et al. 
(2004) through comparing self-report ratings of four attachment styles (secure, dismissing, 
preoccupied, and fearful; assessed with RQ) within cultures. Specifically, Schmitt et al. 
found that secure attachment was rated highest among all attachment styles in most (79%) 
ISDP, including some East Asian, cultures. Japan was an exception which scored higher 
levels of preoccupied than secure attachment. Some other cultures like Belgium, Malaysia, 
or Ethiopia also scored lower levels of secure attachment than other attachment styles. 
Additionally, most cultures also scored positive scores on the two attachment dimensions 
of Model of Self and Model of Other, reflecting general positive views towards self and 
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others (i.e., attachment security). Two East Asian cultures, Japan and Taiwan, bucked this 
trend though in showing negative Model of Self scores (similar to high attachment anxiety). 
As previously mentioned, the categorical approach to assessing attachment styles 
has been largely replaced by the dimensional approach, which assesses adult attachment 
with rating scales that yield continuous scores on attachment styles or dimensions. This 
shift towards the dimensional approach is accompanied by an increase in the number of 
studies that compared culture level means on attachment assessed with rating scales. These 
studies do not necessarily offer a direct test to the normativity (or other core) hypothesis. 
However, excluding them in the review would be missing out on a significant volume of 
available cultural research on adult attachment. Hence, we have chosen to report these 
findings which we believe will help the reader to better understand the findings relating to 
the sensitivity and competence hypotheses that will be reported later. 
Comparing Levels of Attachment Security/Insecurity across Cultures. As 
mentioned, existing studies found the frequencies/distribution of attachment styles 
(assessed categorically) to be largely similar across cultures (e.g., Bakermans-Kranenburg 
& van IJzendoorn, 2009; Doherty et al., 1994). Between-culture comparisons of ratings on 
continuous self-report scales, however, have typically found East Asians to score higher 
levels of preoccupied attachment compared to Western cultures. For instance, comparing 
the self-report ratings of attachment styles across cultures, Schmitt et al. (2004) found that 
East Asians (also South and Southeast Asians) generally scored higher preoccupied 
attachment levels than their Western counterparts. Further, while most cultures had 
relatively more positive Model of Self than Model of Other scores, East Asian cultures 
stood out in having more positive Model of Other than Model of Self scores, with Japan 
and Taiwan even showing negative Model of Self scores. National preoccupied attachment 
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levels were further found to correlate negatively with national individualism levels1. These 
findings were corroborated in two other studies that also found that Koreans scored 
significantly higher levels of preoccupied attachment than Americans (secure attachment 
levels did not differ between) (Malley-Morrison, You, & Mills, 2000; You & Malley-
Morrison, 2000). 
Some studies have compared Western and East Asian cultures on their levels of 
attachment security in several specific domains or towards specific targets simultaneously. 
These studies suggest that the two populations may compare differently in their levels of 
attachment security depending on the specific domain/target examined. Using the IPPA to 
assess domain-specific attachment security, Chinese international students in Canada were 
found to score similar levels of parent attachment security but significantly lower peer and 
romantic attachment security than their Caucasian Canadian counterparts (Ditommaso et 
al., 2005). In another study, in which IPPA was also used, Chinese’s attachment security 
(or ‘closeness’ as this study calls it) towards mother and father were, however, significantly 
lower than their US counterparts’ (Shi, 2010). 
Our review identified the biggest number of studies that compared cultures on their 
levels on the two attachment dimensions (i.e., attachment avoidance vs. attachment 
anxiety), reflecting the field’s increasing preference for the two-dimensional model to 
conceptualize adult attachment. In general, these comparisons typically found East Asians 
to score higher attachment insecurity (i.e., attachment anxiety or avoidance) than their 
Western counterparts in relation to romantic relationships (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; 
                                                          
1  That is, preoccupied attachment levels were higher among Asian (e.g., East Asian) nations (which generally 
ranked lower on individualism internationally), and lower among Western nations (which generally ranked 
higher on individualism internationally) (Schmitt et al., 2004). National individualism rankings were based on 
Hofstede (1980). 
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Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009). Asian Americans were also found to 
score higher in attachment anxiety and avoidance than Caucasian Americans (Wei et al., 
2005). Hong Kong Chinese score significantly higher maternal attachment anxiety and 
avoidance than US students (Ho et al., 2010). Recall that Wang and Mallinckrodt (2006b) 
had found that Taiwanese’s ideal attachment consisted of significantly higher attachment 
anxiety and avoidance ratings than those of Americans. This study further found that 
Taiwanese’s actual attachment anxiety and avoidance ratings were even higher than their 
ratings of ideal attachment. East Asians’ more extreme scores on attachment dimensions 
compared to Westerners seem even more notable considering that Westerners (i.e., North 
Americans) typically show stronger response bias towards endorsing the extreme values of 
rating scales than East Asians (Chen, Lee, & Stevenson, 1995).  
In summary, supporting the normativity of secure attachment, available studies have 
largely found that secure attachment is the most prevalent or most highly rated attachment 
style in Western and most East Asian cultures. Existing studies that categorize individuals 
into attachment styles also show that the two cultures are similar in their 
frequencies/distribution. However, when ratings of attachment (styles or dimensions) are 
compared across cultures, at least Japan showed higher preoccupied than secure attachment 
levels. Comparing across cultures, preoccupied attachment levels are significantly higher in 
some East Asian (e.g., Japan and South Korea) than Western cultures, which correlate 
negatively with national individualism levels commonly assumed to be low in East Asian 
and high in Western cultures. Available studies have consistently found that East Asians’ 
attachment insecurity (i.e., anxiety and avoidance) is higher than their Western 
counterparts. These cultural differences in attachment dimensions may be rooted in East-
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West differences in how ideal attachment is defined or expressed behaviorally (Wang & 
Mallinckrodt, 2006). 
Evaluating the Sensitivity Hypothesis—Predictors of Adult Attachment 
A dimensional approach to adult attachment enables the studying of associations 
between attachment and its correlates. There are, however, only a few studies that have 
examined the associations between adult attachment and its hypothesized precursors. At the 
culture (national) level, Schmitt et al. (2004) found that national levels of insecure 
attachment styles correlated with lower national levels of resources and human 
development (e.g., lower attainment in basic human capabilities such as health, education, 
and standard of living), providing supportive evidence to their hypothesis that the 
development of attachment insecurity is related to resource scarcity and ecological stress 
which are thought to promote short-term mating strategies. 
In individual level studies, adult attachment has been studied with characteristics of 
relationships thought to influence attachment security in adulthood. In a study of Hong 
Kong Chinese and US students (Lu et al., 2009) attachment was found to be predicted by 
conflict and social support in both samples, and the strength of association appeared to be 
moderated by culture. Specifically, in the US sample, more conflict was associated with a 
greater extent of decrease in social support, and more increase in attachment anxiety than 
the Hong Kong sample. On the other hand, although both conflict and social support 
predicted avoidance across cultures, culture moderated this relation such that social support 
predicted avoidance more negatively in the Hong Kong than US sample. In another study, 
closeness with parents in childhood, which supposedly reflects conditions that would have 
promoted attachment security in childhood and adulthood, was expected to predict 
attachment security in adulthood (Shi, 2010). However, contrary to expectations, closeness 
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with mother or father before adulthood did not predict current romantic attachment in 
Chinese and only minimally in US participants. 
Overall, other than Schmitt et al.’s (2004) research that offered evidence for 
associations between geopolitical, social, or ecological conditions and the development of 
attachment security (at the culture level), there is a general lack of studies that have 
examined the antecedent conditions of adult attachment between Western and East Asian 
populations. The aforementioned studies are also all correlational in nature, and are unable 
to confirm the direction or causality of results found. 
Evaluating the Competence Hypothesis—Adult Attachment Predicting Outcomes 
Most available empirical studies investigate the hypothesized associations between 
adult attachment and its outcomes (e.g., psychological and relationship functioning) rather 
than its precursors. In cross-cultural studies, attachment security has been similarly 
associated with better competencies or psychosocial functioning (or attachment insecurity 
with worse functioning) between Western and East Asian populations. In both Korean and 
US students, secure attachment associated positively while dismissing attachment 
associated negatively with intimacy in friendship; whereas fearful and preoccupied 
attachment were associated with less positive expectations of friendship (You & Malley-
Morrison, 2000). Secure attachment levels also predicted better competency in conflict 
resolution style in both Chinese and US students (Shi, 2010). Studies that only sampled 
East Asians/Chinese also found similar results. Attachment anxiety and avoidance of 
international students from mainland China and Taiwan studying in US were found to 
positively predict adjustment problems and psychological distress, and attachment anxiety 
also negatively predicted acculturation (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006a). Chinese 
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Americans’ attachment anxiety also showed positive relationship with depressive 
symptoms, social difficulties, and even after controlling for avoidance, positively predicted 
emotional expressivity (Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). Furthermore, their avoidance also 
positively predicted social difficulties and negatively predicted emotional expressivity. 
In cross-cultural studies, both attachment anxiety and avoidance have repeatedly 
been found to predict poorer relationship functioning and more depressive symptoms in 
both Western and East Asian (including Asian American) samples (Friedman, 2006; 
Friedman et al., 2010; Mak et al., 2010; Wei et al., 2004). Generally, avoidance has been 
found to be associated with poorer outcomes or functioning such as having lower 
relationship satisfaction, perceived social or partner support, investment and personal 
commitment (commitment due to attraction towards partner, the relationship and couple 
identity), as well as more conflict in romantic relationships (Friedman, 2006; Friedman et 
al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2012; Mak et al., 2010). In contrast, avoidance has been 
inconsistently associated with psychological outcomes like depressive symptoms (e.g., 
positive relationship found in Mak et al., 2010; non-significant relationship found in Wei et 
al., 2004).  
Attachment anxiety has also been associated with relationship outcomes such as 
perceived less social support, less relationship satisfaction, more conflict, and more 
structural commitment due to external pressure and investment in the relationship 
(Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2012; Mak et al., 2010). Compared with 
avoidance, attachment anxiety has been more consistently associated with psychological 
outcomes like depressive symptoms and distress (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Ho et al., 2010; 
Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006a; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010; Wei et al., 2004).  
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Domain-specific attachment may offer additional insights into psychosocial 
functioning in the specific domains. For instance, domain-specific attachment insecurity 
(i.e., parent, romantic, or peer attachment) has been found to predict more loneliness in the 
same domain (i.e., familial, romantic and social loneliness) in both Caucasian Canadian and 
Chinese international students in Canada (DiTommaso et al., 2005). 
 As reviewed above, attachment insecurity has been typically related to worse 
outcomes in both Western and East Asian samples, providing evidence that the attachment-
psychological outcomes link is robust across these cultures. Although, whether attachment 
shows the same pattern or strength of associations with relationship functioning or mental 
health outcomes across cultures is debatable. Our review observed that some studies have 
found the strength of associations between attachment and its outcomes to be invariant 
between Western and East Asian samples (e.g., DiTommaso et al., 2005; Ho et al., 2012; 
You & Malley-Morrison, 2000). For instance, Ho et al. (2012) found that attachment 
anxiety, avoidance, structural and personal commitment all predicted current relationship 
satisfaction, and that personal commitment mediated the relationship between avoidance 
and relationship satisfaction equivalently across Hong Kong and US university students. 
However, there are some studies that have found differences in the strength or pattern of 
these associations between cultures, suggesting the possible moderating role of culture in 
the attachment-psychological outcomes link. 
In some cases, studies have found that Western and East Asian cultures show the 
same general trend but different strength of associations between attachment and 
functioning. In Friedman (2006)’s study, which examined the impact of adult attachment 
and self-construals on relationship and mental health outcomes in Hong Kong, Mexico, and 
the US, it was found that both attachment anxiety and avoidance predicted more depressive 
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symptoms and worse relationship outcomes (e.g., lower perceived social support from 
partner, relationship satisfaction and commitment) across the three cultures. While 
avoidance showed equally strong association with depressive symptoms across cultures, its 
association with relationship outcomes was stronger in Hong Kong (and Mexico; both 
believed to be more collectivistic or less individualistic in cultural orientation) than US. 
Furthermore, the association between avoidance and depressive symptoms was fully 
mediated by relationship positivity (i.e., a composite of the relationship outcome variables 
mentioned) only in Hong Kong (and Mexico) but not in US. These results suggest that 
avoidance may exert its detrimental effects on relationship and mental outcomes in cultures 
that are presumably more collectivistic more through its negative effects on relationships 
(Friedman, 2006). Similar results were found in Mak et al. (2010) where social support and 
relationship satisfaction were found to mediate the link between avoidance and depressive 
symptoms in both cultures, but again more strongly in Hong Kong. Similarly, Wei et al. 
(2004) found that Asian Americans showed a stronger positive association between 
attachment anxiety and negative mood than Caucasian Americans, although the positive 
association between negative mood and attachment avoidance was invariant across all 
ethnic groups including Hispanic and African Americans. 
There are also instances where the cultures show different patterns of relationships 
among related constructs or related aspects of the same construct. Shi (2010) investigated if 
attachment to parents or partner was related to conflict resolution styles and found that 
secure (current romantic) attachment predicted competency in conflict resolution styles in 
both Chinese and US participants. However, cultural differences were noted and conflict 
resolution was better predicted by avoidance for Chinese participants and by anxiety for US 
participants. Furthermore, US participant’s current romantic attachment anxiety/avoidance 
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predicted all three maladaptive conflict resolution styles (i.e., obliging, dominating, and 
avoiding) but only the obliging style for Chinese. 
In summary, there have been many studies that find that attachment insecurity is 
associated with poorer psychosocial functioning in Western and East Asian cultures alike, 
providing supportive evidence for the robustness of the attachment-psychological outcomes 
link in these cultures. Some studies find East-West differences in the strength or pattern of 
associations between attachment and psychosocial outcomes, suggesting the possible 
moderating role of culture. It is important, however, to note that all of these studies are 
correlational and causality cannot be confirmed. 
Discussion 
In using some core hypotheses of attachment theory to structure our review of 
cross-cultural adult attachment studies, we have been able to identify general trends in the 
findings across studies, though clearly the studies do not always show convergent results. 
Our review observed that adult attachment showed similarities between Western and East 
Asian cultures in the following aspects: a) the construct validity and orthogonality of the 
two underlying dimensions of adult attachment  (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2004; Wei et al., 
2004); b) the normativity of secure attachment (Bakermans-Kranenburg & van IJzendoorn, 
2009; Schmitt et al., 2004); c) the frequencies/distribution of attachment styles assessed 
categorically  (Bakermans-Kranenburg & van IJzendoorn, 2009; Doherty et al., 1994; 
Marshall, 2005; Shi, 2010); d) the relationship variables that predict adult attachment (e.g., 
social support and conflict) (Lu et al., 2009); and e) the psychosocial outcomes predicted 
by adult attachment (Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Ho et al., 
2012; Mak et al., 2010). 
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 On the other hand, cross-cultural differences have been found in the following areas 
of adult attachment: a) the four-factor model of attachment styles appears to reside in the 
two-dimensional space of attachment dissimilarly across cultures (Schmitt et al., 2004); b) 
there appears to be differences in how ideal adult attachment is defined or expressed 
behaviorally across cultures; c) preoccupied instead of secure attachment was rated more 
highly (i.e., more normative) in Japan, unlike the majority of world cultures (Schmitt et al., 
2004); d) culture level means of attachment insecurity levels (e.g., attachment anxiety, 
avoidance, and preoccupied attachment) were found to be higher among East Asian than 
Western populations (e.g., Cheng & Kwan; 2008; Schmitt et al., 2004; You & Malley-
Morrison, 2000), e) culture moderated the strength/pattern of associations between 
attachment and its hypothesized precursors (e.g., social support and conflict) and outcomes 
between Western and East Asian populations in some studies (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Mak et 
al., 2010; Shi, 2010; Wei et al., 2004). Among these, findings indicating East-West 
differences in their culture level means of attachment insecurity as well as the strength of 
their attachment-psychological outcomes association are relatively recurring findings partly 
because more studies have examined them. 
Existing Interpretations of Findings 
Across studies, shared themes have emerged from researchers’ accounts of their 
findings. When researchers found no significant cross-cultural differences in attachment 
patterns between the Western and East Asian populations, they most commonly interpreted 
their findings as evidence in support of the universality of attachment (e.g., Bakermans-
Kranenburg & van IJzendoorn, 2009; Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Schmitt et al., 
2004). Having said that, one study additionally pointed out that the lack of cross-cultural 
differences might be due to the limitations of existing attachment measures (which had 
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been developed in Western cultures) to pick up behaviors of socio-centric people, like East 
Asians, who might have different norms or ways of expressing themselves verbally or 
behaviorally (DiTommaso et al., 2004). One study found no differences between Western 
and East Asian ethnic groups within the same country (i.e., Caucasian vs. Asian 
Americans) and suggested that might be due to Asian Americans having successfully 
acculturated to their host cultures (Wei et al., 2004).  
Among the studies that found cross-cultural differences between East 
Asians/Chinese and Westerners, a common theme in explanations emerged. A majority 
tended to attribute the differences to East Asians being more collectivistic or 
interdependent (or less individualistic or independent) than Westerners (or other reasons 
related to individualism-collectivism). Pertaining to the finding that East Asians showed 
higher culture level means in attachment anxiety and avoidance than Westerners, the 
common argument goes that East Asian cultures possess personal characteristics such as 
attitudes, values, and beliefs, or cultural norms associated with or characteristic of their 
collectivistic orientation and interdependence that stress themes of relational harmony and 
interconnectedness among people (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Lu et al., 2009; Mak et al., 2010; 
Wei et al., 2004). According to these explanations, individuals with a strong collectivistic 
orientation view their self as interconnected and interdependent with relational others, 
whom they have to depend on and coordinate with to meet their needs (Cheng & Kwan, 
2008; Wei et al., 2004). Collectivists may also accord relational harmony a high cultural 
importance that is integral to one’s happiness (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). It has been 
suggested that because of their collectivistic orientation and strong emphasis on relational 
harmony, East Asians/Chinese have a high need for social approval and acceptance and are 
more sensitive to social rejection, explaining why they consistently show higher attachment 
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anxiety or preoccupied attachment than Westerners (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008). 
Collectivism has sometimes been associated with a strong family orientation. Some 
scholars suggested that East Asians’ attachment anxiety or preoccupied attachment are 
possibly due to their strong family orientation and value placed on maintaining closeness, 
dependence, and lifelong relationships with parents (Malley-Morrison, You & Mill, 2000; 
You & Malley-Morrison, 2000; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006b; Wei et al., 2004).  
On the other hand, it is argued that associated with East Asians’ cultural emphasis 
on social harmony are collectivistic norms that encourage behaviors that maintain relational 
harmony, such as self-control, social inhibition, and restraint on verbal/emotional 
expression (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006b; Wei et al., 2004), which some might see as a 
tendency to deny negative mood. Recent research suggests that their cultural emphasis on 
social harmony and reciprocity might be associated with consequences such as higher costs 
of social support and a view of maintaining greater interpersonal distance with others as 
optimal (Taylor et al., 2004). These reasons have been suggested to explain why East 
Asians/Chinese also score higher attachment avoidance than Westerners (Cheng & Kwan, 
2008; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006b; Wei et al., 2004).  
Recall that Taiwanese’ ratings of ideal attachment denoted significantly higher 
levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance than Americans’ (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 
2006b). Pertaining to this, the authors suggested that different cultural values, beliefs and 
norms in East Asia may have resulted in East Asians developing a different conceptual 
definition of an ideal, healthy attachment, which is misconstrued as attachment anxiety or 
avoidance based on measures developed in Western values and conceptions of ideal 
attachment (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006b). On a related note, it could be argued that East 
Asians/Chinese’s behaviors are a reflection of their values, beliefs, and cultural norms, 
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which might resemble behaviors interpreted as attachment anxiety and avoidance according 
to Western standards (where attachment theory is developed and most attachment research 
has been conducted). 
Pertaining to the finding that attachment insecurity may more strongly predict 
psychological outcomes in East Asian/Chinese than Western populations, some have 
suggested that interpersonal issues likely arising from attachment insecurity may result in 
more distress among East Asians because relationships are more important to their self-
definition, source of self-esteem, and happiness. Or, behaviors associated with attachment 
insecurity may be more at odds with collectivistic relational expectations, thereby incurring 
more disapproval and unhappiness from people around them (Friedman et al., 2010; Mak et 
al., 2010). For instance, East Asian exhibiting avoidance behaviors (e.g., maintaining 
emotional distance) in close relationships may lead to more dissatisfaction, unhappiness, 
and pressure from relational partners to get them to do things they are uncomfortable with, 
which in turn results in more distress in themselves (Friedman et al., 2010). In other words, 
a greater misfit between attachment insecurity and collectivistic expectations or norms 
around relationships (person-culture misfit) may explain why attachment insecurity 
predicts worse psychological outcomes more strongly among East Asians than Westerners. 
A Comment on the Universality of Attachment 
Overall, there appears to be supportive evidence for three out of four core 
hypotheses of attachment (i.e., universality, normativity, and competence), beyond Western 
(i.e., at least in East Asian) cultures. To the extent that similarities between Western and 
East Asian populations in some aspects of attachment reflect similar trends across world 
cultures, such results could be taken as evidence favoring the universal applicability of 
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attachment theory. Although, none of the findings are direct evidence for the universality of 
the attachment behavioral system, and it would be too bold to claim support for Bowlby’s 
account that attachment is a universal, species-wide behavioral system rooted in humans’ 
biology at this point. On the whole, cross-cultural studies, especially large-scale studies 
involving more than two cultures, and meta-analysis that could test out the core hypotheses 
of attachment more rigorously are seriously lacking. Meta-analyses and cross-cultural 
studies that involve multiple cultures across world regions are advantageous compared to 
single, cross-group comparison studies (that form the bulk of existing cross-cultural adult 
attachment studies) because the former allows for more cultures to be compared 
concurrently, offering more insights into how attachment patterns vary systematically with 
cultural characteristics. Certainly more studies evaluating the core hypotheses are needed to 
provide firmer support that attachment is universal. van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz 
(2008) concurred with this point in their review of cross-cultural studies for attachment in 
infancy. 
 Despite the evidence for the core hypotheses of attachment, most studies also found 
differences in attachment patterns across cultures at culture and individual difference 
levels. Some of these are fairly consistent findings (e.g., East Asians’ higher levels of 
preoccupied attachment or attachment anxiety and avoidance, and stronger associations 
between attachment orientation and poorer outcomes than Westerners). These findings 
indicate possible cultural influences on attachment and it is possible that other cultures not 
included in this review also differ in their attachment patterns from Western cultures. 
However, available studies do not provide concrete evidence that cross-cultural differences 
are due to a universal attachment behavioral system adapting to local environmental 
(cultural) demands. The literature needs systematic efforts to examine the underlying 
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factors thought to produce the cross-cultural differences. Our review indicates that the 
literature has only begun moving to this area. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
Perhaps the assumption of cross-cultural applicability of attachment is so 
widespread that cross-cultural research in attachment has received rather little attention. 
van IJzendoorn and Sagi-Schwartz (2008) lamented that the cross-cultural research in 
attachment is ‘absurdly small’ (p. 901). To date, most cross-cultural research on attachment 
has focused on attachment in infancy/childhood. As of now, the cross-cultural empirical 
studies in adult attachment is accumulating in volume although still very much lacking. 
Further, existing studies in cross-cultural attachment often stop short at describing 
national/cultural mean level differences in attachment distribution or orientation levels 
across cultures/nations/samples without taking a step further to more systematically 
examine the associations between cross-cultural differences in attachment patterns and 
possible cultural variables speculated to be underlying them (Keller, 2013).  
Even though individualism-collectivism (and related reasons such as person-culture 
fit) has been a popular explanation for the two common findings suggesting East-West 
differences in adult attachment patterns, there is a general lack of studies that have 
systematically examined these explanations. In fact, the assumptions about cross-cultural 
patterns of individualism and collectivism are so accepted that the majority of the studies 
that suggest they may exert cultural influences leading to differences in attachment patterns 
take for granted the ways cultures differ in them without actual measurement. Moreover, 
explanations related to individualism and collectivism are often vague about the specific 
aspects of culture that may influence attachment differences—individualism and 
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collectivism are sometimes discussed as internalized personal characteristics (e.g., self-
views or values) and sometimes as cultural norms. There is a need to systematically 
examine if suggested cultural influences indeed show associations with adult attachment 
differences. At the culture level, we could only locate Schmitt et al.’s (2004) ISDP study 
that found a significant negative correlation between national levels of individualism and 
preoccupied attachment levels. The two adult dimensions of attachment anxiety and 
avoidance were not assessed in Schmitt et al. (2004) and their associations with 
individualism and collectivism at the culture level needs verifying. At the individual level, 
there are only a few studies that included some measurement of individualism and 
collectivism (e.g., Doherty et al., 1994; Frías, Shaver, & Diaz-Loving, 2014; Friedman, 
2006; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006b). These studies, however, did not distinguish between 
personal characteristics and cultural norms of individualism and collectivism, or directly 
assess person-culture fit, and did not necessarily examine how individualism-collectivism 
associates with attachment orientations or moderates the attachment-psychological 
outcomes association. Thus, so far, available studies have not been able to provide strong 
evidence that individualism and collectivism could account for differences in adult 
attachment orientations or strength of attachment-psychological outcomes association. 
Future studies could look at improving on the way individualism and collectivism are 
assessed as well as systematically explore other variables that might influence cross-
cultural differences to make some headway in the field. Some of these other factors might 
include filial piety, dialecticism, or romantic beliefs suggested in a model of Chinese 
attachment proposed by Wang and Song (2010). 
  Another observation we made was that existing cross-cultural studies almost 
exclusively focused on examining the individual differences in attachment (e.g., mean level 
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differences in attachment orientations). To date, we could only locate one cross-cultural 
study examining normative processes (e.g., attachment transfer and networks) in adult 
attachment, involving two European samples (Friedlmeier & Granqvist, 2006). This study 
found both similarities in the sequence of transfer in attachment functions and differences 
(e.g., timing of transfer) that might be due to national differences in romantic experiences 
or sexual attitudes. The only study (Zhang et al., 2011) that has examined an East Asian 
(Chinese) sample found general support for the sequential model of attachment transfer 
(Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997). These findings suggest that attachment normative 
processes might also feature both cross-cultural similarities and differences. This is a 
promising area for investigating in future studies.  
Most of the studies reviewed here assessed attachment orientation towards romantic 
partners in general and assumed that this is representative of one’s general attachment style. 
It is unclear if our current findings would extend to other relationship- or domain-specific 
attachment. Furthermore, there have been limited attempts to assess the equivalence of 
attachment measures outside the cultures they were developed in. Currently, adult 
attachment is widely recognized as comprising the two dimensions of attachment anxiety 
and avoidance and commonly assessed via multi-item self-report scales such as the ECRS. 
It would be informative for future cross-cultural studies to look into general attachment 
orientations or assess measurement equivalence using more recently developed multi-item 
self-report scales that assess adult attachment anxiety and avoidance. 
 This review targeted cross-cultural adult attachment studies that made comparisons 
between Western and East Asian populations, most of which sampled college 
students/young adults. It is unclear if the cross-cultural trends in attachment patterns 
identified in this review would apply to other populations such as non-college students, 
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individuals of later adulthood, or other (e.g., South Asian, African) cultures in comparison 
with Western populations. It is possible that East Asian college students are more similar to 
their Western counterparts compared to other sectors of the population because they have 
greater exposure to Western cultures (e.g., better command of English which gives them 
better access to Western culture, interaction with Western international students). The 
cross-cultural attachment differences we found might underestimate that of non-college 
students or individuals from other age groups (i.e., middle or late adulthood). In general, 
the limitations of existing studies would apply to the findings and conclusion of this 
review. The field is generally in need of more cross-cultural studies, especially large-scale 
studies and studies that sample beyond Western or East Asian cultures and college students, 
to address the existing gaps in the literature. Once the literature accumulates a critical mass 
of studies, meta-analyses can then follow.  
Conclusion 
We have identified common trends, across studies, in similarities and differences of 
adult attachment between Western and East Asian young adult populations. Furthermore, 
we summarized the explanations that were offered for those findings and highlighted that 
existing explanations have seldom been systematically evaluated. Findings generally 
support the cross-cultural applicability of adult attachment concepts beyond Western to 
East Asian cultures at least among young adults but they also indicate that the 
manifestation and functioning of attachment is probably subjected to cultural influences. 
However, until studies are conducted that specifically address not only individual 
differences in attachment representations but also the structure and impact of such 
representations in different cultures, the role of attachment constructs in different cultural 
groups should not be assumed. Further, questions about the relationship of key cross-
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cultural difference factors, such as individualism and collectivism, on normative aspects of 
attachment processes need to be adequately addressed before an understanding of the 
importance of attachment constructs in different cultural groups can be reached. 
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Figure 1. Contemporary conceptualization of adult attachment as two orthogonal 
dimensions of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 
1998) in relation to the models of Self and Other, respectively, proposed by Bartholomew 
and Horowitz (1991) (adapted from Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
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CHAPTER THREE 
Young Adults’ Attachment Orientations and Psychological Functioning Across 
Cultures:  
The Moderating Role of Cultural Orientations 
 
Authors: Lin, H.-h., Wilkinson, R. B., & Chew, P. G.-Y. 
Status: Manuscript in preparation 
 This paper was part of the first cross-cultural study that was conducted to address 
some of the limitations in available cross-cultural adult attachment studies identified in the 
previous chapter. Specifically, previous studies had more often than not made culture level, 
East-West comparisons in attachment orientations and attributed most attachment 
differences found to East-West differences in individualism and collectivism but they had 
seldom systematically examined these claims. This paper evaluated these claims at the 
individual level of analysis across Australian (n = 143) and Singaporean (n = 146) late 
adolescents/young adults. It measured individualism and collectivism and examined their 
associations with attachment orientations, as well as their moderating role in the relation 
between attachment orientations and psychological outcomes (operationalized as the 
negative emotional states of depression, anxiety, and stress). Individualism and 
collectivism were assessed as participants’ personal endorsement levels, reflecting common 
practices that typically assess cultural orientations as individuals’ internalized personal 
characteristics. The larger cross-cultural study that this paper was based on also compared 
the normative processes of attachment which is presented in separate paper in Chapter Six. 
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Abstract 
Claims that adult attachment differences across cultures are associated with individualism 
and collectivism differences have seldom been evaluated. This study investigates, at the 
individual level, two views on how individualism and collectivism may relate to adult 
attachment orientations—the associations between attachment anxiety/avoidance and 
personal characteristics in individualism and collectivism, and the moderating role of 
individualism and collectivism in the attachment-psychological outcomes link. Results 
show that, across late adolescents/young adults from Western (Australians, n = 143) and 
Eastern (Singaporeans, n = 146) backgrounds, individual differences in individualism and 
collectivism were significantly associated with avoidance (but not attachment anxiety) in 
accordance with theoretical predictions. As predicted, attachment anxiety predicted worse 
negative emotions more strongly among individuals higher than lower in collectivism 
across cultures. Individualism and collectivism did not moderate the relation between 
avoidance and negative emotions in the predicted manner. Results suggest there are other 
cultural influences possibly leading to the differential moderating effect of individualism 
and collectivism in the attachment-psychological outcomes link across cultures. 
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Young Adults’ Attachment Orientations and Psychological Functioning Across Cultures:  
The Moderating Role of Cultural Orientations 
Close relationships are an integral and indispensable aspect of the human 
experience that exert profound influence on early development and later functioning. Less 
than optimal functioning in close relationships (e.g., break-up, divorce, loneliness) is 
associated with serious consequences on adults’ health and psychological health such as 
declines in physical functioning, increased need for mental health services, and increased 
risk of alcohol use (Perissinotto, Stijacic Cenzer, & Covinsky, 2012; Prigerson, 
Maciejewski, & Rosenheck, 1999; Sbarra & Emery, 2005). Attachment theory, one of the 
major approaches to understanding close relationships, postulates that a universal 
attachment behavioral system underlies a special class of close relationships (i.e., 
attachment relationships) that serves humans’ needs for survival and security (Bowlby, 
1969/1982; Grossmann, Grossmann, & Keppler, 2005). Attachment theory has been used 
to examine the nature of healthy (or unhealthy) adult close relationships, their hypothesized 
precursors, and consequences on functioning, and more recently, cultural similarities and 
differences (Fraley & Davis, 1997; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; 
van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). Emerging cross-cultural comparison studies on 
adult attachment have found notable cultural differences in attachment patterns, which are 
often assumed to be linked to cultural differences in individualism and collectivism (e.g., 
Friedman et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009; Mak, Bond, Simpson, & Rholes, 2010; Malley-
Morrison, You, & Mills, 2000). However, available studies have yet to demonstrate 
conclusively whether, and how, individualism or collectivism associates with attachment 
representations as they rarely examine the assumptions around individualism and 
collectivism empirically. The current study seeks to address this gap in the literature by 
70  
 
systematically examining the relations between attachment and cultural orientations, as 
well as the moderating role of cultural orientations on the relation between attachment and 
psychological functioning across samples of late adolescents/young adults from Western 
(Australian) and Asian (Singaporean) cultures of origin. 
Individual differences in adult attachment styles develop from early experiences of 
intimate relationships and are argued to be defined by two theoretically orthogonal 
dimensions: anxiety (specific to close relationships or attachment about separation, 
abandonment, or insufficient love) and avoidance (of intimacy, dependency, and emotional 
expressiveness) (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
Attachment anxiety and avoidance exist in varying degrees across individuals and low 
scores on these two dimensions are often interpreted as attachment security, and high 
scores as attachment insecurity (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Attachment theorists argue that negative expectancies of relationships represented 
by insecure attachment frustrate the fulfilment of human needs for survival and security, 
leading to poor psychosocial functioning such as emotional distress and relationship 
difficulties (Hazan & Shaver, 1994). In studies which are predominantly conducted on 
White, Western populations, attachment anxiety is associated with more symptoms of 
depression, anxiety, and social difficulties, whereas attachment avoidance is more 
commonly associated with social difficulties (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Horowitz, 
Rosenberg, & Bartholomew, 1993; Kim, Carver, Deci, & Kasser, 2008). There is weaker 
evidence to support that avoidance should be associated with psychological outcomes like 
depression or anxiety (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
Adult Attachment Studies: Differences between Westerners and East Asians 
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East Asian populations form a significant bulk of non-Western, non-White samples 
in cross-cultural studies of adult attachment which are mostly single cross-group 
comparisons. Across studies, East Asians (e.g., Chinese from Hong Kong and China, 
international students of Chinese ethnicity) typically show significantly higher attachment 
anxiety and avoidance than their Western, Caucasian counterparts, predominantly North 
Americans (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 
2009; see Lin & Wilkinson, 2014, for a review of cross-cultural adult attachment studies 
involving Western and East Asian populations). However, attachment anxiety and 
avoidance have been found to predict poorer outcomes in Western and East Asian 
(including Asian American) samples alike. Attachment anxiety has been associated with 
more depressive symptoms or negative mood as well as poorer relationship outcomes (e.g., 
less perceived social support, relationship satisfaction, more conflict) (Friedman, 2006; 
Friedman et al., 2010; Mak et al., 2010; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Zakalik, 2004). 
Avoidance has more often been associated with poorer relationship outcomes (e.g., lower 
relationship satisfaction, perceived social support, and more conflict) in romantic 
relationships (Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2012; Ho et al., 2010), but 
not consistently with poorer psychological outcomes like depressive symptoms (e.g., 
Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 2010; Wei et al., 2004).  
  While some studies have demonstrated that the relationship between attachment 
and psychological functioning was invariant across Western and East Asian samples (e.g., 
Ditommaso, Brannen, & Burgess, 2005; Ho et al., 2012; You & Malley-Morrison, 2000), a 
number of studies have found stronger associations between attachment orientations and 
psychosocial outcomes in East Asian than Western samples (Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 
2010; Wei et al., 2004). For instance, Wei et al. (2004) found that Asian Americans showed 
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a stronger positive association between attachment anxiety and negative mood than 
Caucasian Americans. Friedman (2006) found that attachment anxiety, avoidance and self-
construals all predicted relationship and mental health outcomes across three cultures 
(Hong Kong, Mexico, US). While avoidance showed equally strong association with 
depressive symptoms across cultures, its associations with relationship outcomes (e.g., 
lower perceived social support from partner, relationship satisfaction, and commitment) 
were stronger in Hong Kong and Mexico (believed to be more collectivistic/interdependent 
or less individualistic/independent) than US. These findings suggest that culture might 
moderate the influence of attachment representations on psychosocial outcomes. 
Individualism and Collectivism as the Explanation for East-West Differences in Adult 
Attachment 
The individualism-collectivism framework2 is the dominant approach in the 
literature to characterize and explain many cross-cultural differences across various 
psychological domains (e.g., attribution styles, wellbeing, self-concept, relationality) 
(Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002), including adult attachment (e.g., Friedman et 
al., 2010; Malley-Morrison & You, 2000). While individualism and collectivism have more 
commonly been treated as polar opposites of a single dimension at the culture level (e.g., 
Hofstede, 1980; Hui, 1988), there is accumulating research to support conceptualizing it as 
two separate orthogonal dimensions at the individual level (e.g., Oyserman et al., 2002; 
Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Scholars argue that individualism and collectivism represent 
two distinct cultural orientations, patterns or worldviews that are expected to exist to some 
                                                          
2 Other parallel, but less common, terms that have been used in the literature for individualism and 
collectivism are independence-interdependence, self-construals, and Western-Eastern worldviews (Oyserman 
et al., 2002). For consistency, we use individualism and collectivism to replace parallel terms used in other 
studies when reporting their results. 
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extent in any society or individual (Oyserman et al., 2002; Rhee, Uleman, & Lee, 1996; 
Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Cultures and 
individuals have different emphases on different worldviews (Singelis et al., 1995) that 
could become differentially salient in different contexts (Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, 
Asai, & Lucca, 1988).   
In the attachment literature, individualism and collectivism have sometimes been 
referred to as independent-interdependent self-construals at the individual level (Wang & 
Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). Briefly defined, self-construals are 
trait-like individual differences in cultural orientation, which comprise personal beliefs, 
attitudes, feelings, and actions regarding social relations that are organized around the 
theme of the degree of interconnectedness/separateness between the self and others 
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Exposure to individualist or collectivist cultural norms is 
thought to promote relative development of independent and interdependent self-construals, 
respectively (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Individualism (or independence) is characterized 
by a view of self as discrete and separate from others, an emphasis on independence, self-
reliance, personal identity, and unique qualities about the self, and is most often associated 
with Western industrialized, White middle class populations (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; 
Oyserman et al., 2002; Singelis et al., 1995). Collectivism (or interdependence) is 
characterised by a view of self as interconnected and inseparable with others and embedded 
in relational network(s), a duty to the ingroup, and an emphasis on social harmony, and is 
most often associated with Eastern or Asian, especially Chinese populations (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et al., 2002; Singelis et al., 1995).  
This general understanding of the individualism-collectivism distinction forms the 
most typical intuitive account for East-West differences in adult attachment patterns (e.g., 
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Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009; Malley-Morrison & You, 2000; Wei et 
al., 2004). This is perhaps because attachment orientations and individualism or 
collectivism (or self-construals) are both considered to be “fundamentally concerned with 
predictable patterns in relationships between self and others” (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006, 
p. 194). Relationships do not occur in a cultural vacuum. Thus, it is reasonably expected 
that attachment patterns would be associated with varying levels of individualism and 
collectivism thought to entail different cultural expectations, beliefs and values about 
relationships, such as the acceptable balance between interdependence and independence, 
and the degree of optimal intimacy, self-disclosure, and interpersonal distance with others 
(Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). 
Attachment researchers have suggested that the stronger collectivistic orientation 
and view of self as interconnected and inseparable with others in East Asians/Chinese 
probably contribute to their higher need for social approval and greater sensitivity to social 
influence, which are probably associated with their higher attachment anxiety relative to 
Westerners (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). Other have 
suggested that East Asians’ higher attachment anxiety may be linked to their strong family 
orientation and value placed on maintaining closeness and lifelong relationship with 
parents (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wei et al., 2004). On the other hand, researchers 
have argued that East Asians’ higher attachment avoidance may be rooted in their 
collectivistic values and norms (social harmony and reciprocity) that promote preferences 
for restrained emotional/verbal expression and greater interpersonal distance to minimize 
the high costs of reciprocal social support (Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Taylor et al., 2004; Wei 
et al., 2004). This view on the probable links between individualism/collectivism and 
attachment orientations is not explicit in whether East-West differences in the former are 
 75 
 
antecedent conditions for their differences in attachment anxiety or avoidance. Another 
view in the literature on how individualism and collectivism may associate with attachment 
processes suggest that East Asian/Chinese populations’ insecure attachment might be more 
strongly associated with negative psychosocial outcomes than Westerners’ because: 1) 
relationships are more integral to their self-definition, source of self-esteem, and happiness, 
which may likely cause more distress when they are not functioning well, 2) insecure 
attachment orientations, such as high attachment avoidance, are at odds with 
collectivistic/interdependent cultural norms, resulting in poor person-culture fit (Friedman, 
2006; Friedman et al., 2010).  
An implicit assumption in these accounts are that nations/cultures are categorically 
collectivistic or individualistic (i.e., high collectivism is equivalent to low individualism 
and vice versa). Prevailing assumptions would expect both attachment anxiety and 
avoidance to correlate positively with collectivism and negatively with individualism, and 
individualism or collectivism to moderate the relation between attachment and 
psychological outcomes at the culture level. It remains to be seen if these assumptions 
apply at the individual level of analysis as constructs may relate differently at the culture or 
individual level (Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 2009). Further, at least the predictions 
concerning avoidance need re-examining. Avoidance appears to share more conceptual 
similarities with individualism than collectivism, with both avoidance and individualism 
stressing self-sufficiency and independence, whereas the defining characteristics of 
avoidance (maintaining emotional distance, discomfort with closeness) are conceptually 
dissimilar to those of collectivism (interdependence and connectedness). Theoretically, it 
makes more sense that avoidance would be positively correlated with individualism and 
negatively correlated with collectivism. This prediction also fits better with explanations 
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that avoidance more strongly predicts negative outcomes in East Asian than Western 
cultures due to poorer fit of its characteristics (e.g., emotional restraint, maintaining 
interpersonal distance) in a collectivistic compared to individualistic contexts. 
Importantly, while the explanations evoking individualism and collectivism to 
account for cultural differences in attachment styles are appealing, most studies have made 
assumptions about national/cultural differences in individualism and collectivism without 
directly assessing and examining their associations with attachment. Such conclusions may 
be unsound as a recent meta-analysis found that national comparisons of individualism and 
collectivism vary depending on how the constructs are measured and results were not 
always according to common impressions (Oyserman et al., 2002). However, there are very 
limited studies that properly measured individualism and collectivism and directly examine 
their associations with adult attachment.  
Studies on Relationships between Adult Attachment and Individualism-Collectivism  
We were able to locate three studies that had measured both individual differences 
in individualism and collectivism and reported on their associations with attachment (Frías, 
Shaver, & Díaz-Loving, 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 
2010). These studies found attachment anxiety showed positive association with 
collectivism (Frías et al., 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006), but non-significant 
association with individualism (Frías et al., 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & 
Ratanasiripong, 2010), partially supporting the assumptions in the literature. Results on 
avoidance differed across cultural groups and studies. Avoidance has shown negative or 
non-significant associations with collectivism (Frías et al., 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 
2006), and negative, positive, or non-significant associations with independence (Frías et 
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al., 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). These differences 
in results may have been due to differences in cultural groups sampled.  
Wang and Ratanasiripong (2010) was the only study to have examined the 
moderating effect of individualism on the relationship between attachment orientations and 
psychological functioning (i.e., emotional expressivity, social difficulties and depressive 
symptoms) involving an East Asian sample (i.e., Chinese Americans). Controlling for 
avoidance, they found that individualism moderated the relation between attachment 
anxiety and social difficulties. At low and median individualism levels, attachment anxiety 
was associated with more social difficulties, but this trend was reverse at high 
individualism levels. Such results suggest that high individualism buffers Chinese 
Americans from the negative effects of attachment anxiety. The authors speculated that 
Chinese Americans with higher individualism might have acculturated better and enjoy 
better fit to mainstream American culture, which might provide them with alternative 
sources of self-esteem to mitigate the harmful aspects of their attachment anxiety.  
No doubt, the studies above are important additions to cultural research on adult 
attachment that further our understanding for the systematic relations between attachment 
orientations and culture-related variables. However, they had some limitations and were not 
necessarily conducted intentionally to understand the systematic associations between 
individualism or collectivism and adult attachment differences across Western and East 
Asian populations. For instance, Wang and Ratanasiripong (2010) only measured 
individualism (omitted collectivism scale) and sampled Asian Americans (no comparison 
sample) while Frías et al. (2014) sampled US and Mexican participants and did not focus 
on East-West comparisons. Wang and Mallinckrodt’s (2006) purpose had been to assess 
the conceptual equivalence of “ideal attachment,” so they did not examine the associations 
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between actual attachment orientations and individualism/collectivism in both their 
samples. There was a study that reported on the associations between individualism and 
attachment (Cheng & Kwan, 2008) that we did not consider here because it had not directly 
assessed participants’ individualism levels. Instead, participants’ individualism levels were 
inferred from the national individualism ranking (Hofstede, 1980) of the single country 
they spent most time in their lives. 
The Present Study 
Overall, attempts to link differences in adult attachment orientations to cultural 
influences are largely based on inferences about culture level differences in individualism 
and collectivism with relatively few studies that acknowledge within-culture individual 
differences in them. Those studies that do appear to directly address the relationships 
between individualism-collectivism and attachment have limitations or research aims that 
did not directly address the question of interest here. There remains significant questions 
about the role of individualism-collectivism in influencing attachment differences at the 
individual level. The present study seeks to address some of these questions. At the 
individual level, this study examines the associations between individual differences in 
adult attachment orientations and personal characteristics in individualism and collectivism, 
and the moderating role of individualism and collectivism in the relation between 
attachment and psychological outcomes. In view of existing findings and theoretical 
considerations, we propose the following hypotheses:  
Hypothesis 1a. Common assumptions in the literature hold that those from 
cultures/ethnicities of East Asian origins (Singapore) should rate themselves higher 
collectivism and lower individualism than those from cultures/ethnicities of 
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Western/Caucasian origins (Australia) (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Hofstede, 1980). At the same 
time, adult attachment studies that compared culture level means often find East Asians to 
report higher attachment anxiety and avoidance than Westerners (e.g., Friedman et al., 
2010; Lu et al., 2009). Thus, prevailing assumptions/findings would expect Singaporeans to 
have higher attachment anxiety and avoidance than Australians in their culture level means.  
Hypothesis 1b. Predictions on how cultures may differ in their means of 
individualism and collectivism or attachment orientations do not bear on how these 
constructs may relate at the individual level of analysis (Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 2009). 
Further, we were more interested in examining the associations between individual 
differences in attachment and cultural orientations across cultures than comparisons of their 
culture level means. If the differences in attachment anxiety are associated with 
individualism and collectivism differences (e.g., Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006), irrespective 
of country of origin, we would expect individuals with high levels of collectivism or low 
levels of individualism to report more attachment anxiety than those with high levels of 
individualism or low levels of collectivism. On the other hand, on theoretical grounds (i.e., 
definitions of avoidance, individualism, and collectivism), we would expect individuals 
with high levels of individualism or low levels of collectivism to report more attachment 
avoidance than individuals with low levels of individualism or high levels of collectivism.  
Hypothesis 2. Consistent with the extant literature (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 
2010), attachment anxiety will predict poorer psychological outcomes in both Australians 
and Singaporeans. Attachment avoidance, on the other hand, will be a weaker predictor of 
psychological outcomes (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
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Hypothesis 3. It is predicted that individualism and collectivism will moderate the 
relationship between attachment anxiety/avoidance and psychological outcomes. Relatively 
collectivistic people view their self as more interconnected with others and stress relational 
harmony and duty to the ingroup. A personal view of self as highly collectivistic is likely to 
exacerbate fears of rejection, abandonment and hypervigilance to these signs associated 
with attachment anxiety. A strong view of self as interdependent with others (high 
collectivism) is also in conflict with preferences for maintaining independence and 
emotional distance with others associated with avoidance, which may evoke and intensify 
avoidance fears for closeness and emotional dependency on others. Thus, attachment 
anxiety/avoidance are expected to predict worse psychological outcomes more strongly 
among individuals who rate themselves to be high than low on collectivism. On the other 
hand, relatively individualistic people define their self more with personal characteristics, 
stressing independence, which might act as a buffer to one’s fears associated with 
attachment anxiety. This emphasis on independence and self-sufficiency among 
individualistic individuals is also congruent with similar preferences of attachment 
avoidance. Thus, attachment anxiety and avoidance are expected to predict negative 
emotions less strongly among individuals who rate themselves to be high than low on 
individualism. 
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
Student volunteers (aged 18 to 29 years) were recruited from universities in a 
predominantly Western cultural setting (the Australian National University [ANU], 
Australia) and a predominantly Chinese cultural setting (Nanyang Technological 
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University [NTU], Singapore). Participants took part in the study in exchange for monetary 
reimbursement or course credits. Recruitment and data collection methods employed in this 
study followed the typical practices at the respective universities.  
All participants completed an online survey in English as part of a larger study 
examining interpersonal relationships and psychological functioning. In Singapore, English 
is the official language and main medium of instruction in educational institutions. 
Singaporean undergraduates are expected to be proficient English users having received at 
least 12 years of English education. At ANU, participants were recruited via posters and 
emails circulated within the university advertising for volunteer participants for a 
“Wellbeing study”. Interested parties were asked to email the author, providing their 
demographic details (e.g., age, nationality). The survey link and instructions were emailed 
to participants who fit the eligibility criteria (i.e., Australians, 18-29 years) which they 
could complete at their own convenience. 
At NTU, the study was advertised on posters and put up on an online recruitment 
system (SONAS) which could be pre-set to screen out non-Singaporeans from being able to 
sign up for the study. Participants either went through SONAS or emailed the author with 
their demographic information for signing up. Eligible participants (i.e., Singaporeans, 18-
29 years) were scheduled for study sessions where they completed the online survey in 
individual computer laboratories.  
Participants had spent at least 10 years living in Australia or Singapore to ensure 
they had sufficient exposure to their respective cultures. The final sample of Australians 
consisted of 43 males (30.1%) and 100 females (69.9%). Their mean age was 19.97 years 
(SD = 2.20 years). Of this sample, 105 (73.4%) reported they were of European/Caucasian 
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(e.g., European Australian/Caucasian Australian/Anglo-Saxon) background, 13 (9.1%) 
Other Asian excluding Chinese (e.g., Indian, Japanese, Filipino), 11 (7.7%) Chinese, 9 
(6.3%) Mixed Ethnicity (e.g., Asian/European, Italian/Filipino), 3 (2.1 %) Latino/Hispanic 
(e.g., Mexican, Chilean), 1 (.7%) African (e.g., South African), and 1 (.7%) Aboriginal. At 
the time of study, 59 (41.3%) were having a relationship, 84 (58.7%) were not, and 36 
(25.2%) had never been in a relationship. The sample comprised of 8 (5.6%) freshmen, 2 
(1.4%) sophomores, 29 (20.3%) juniors, 60 (41.9%) seniors, and 44 (30.8%) participants in 
five years or more of study. 
The final sample of Singaporeans consisted of 47 males (32.2%) and 99 females 
(67.8%). Their mean age was 21.56 years (SD = 1.76). Participants’ ethnicities were: 137 
(93.8%) Chinese, 8 (5.5%) Other Asian (e.g., Indian, Punjabi, Malay), and 1 (.7%) Mixed 
Ethnicity (e.g., Eurasian). At the time of study, 47 (32.2%) were having a relationship, 99 
(67.8%) were not, and 70 (47.9%) had never been in a relationship. The sample comprised 
of 5 (3.4%) freshmen, 10 (6.8%) sophomores, 21 (14.4%) juniors, 106 (72.6%) seniors, and 
4 (2.7%) participants in five years or more of study. 
The Australian sample was significantly younger in age than the Singaporean 
sample, t(1, 287) = 6.75, p < .001, and they had lived in Australia for significantly shorter 
number of years (MAustralian = 18.98, SDAustralian = 3.56) than Singaporeans had lived in 
Singapore (MSingaporean = 21.58, SDSingaporean = 1.92), t(1, 287) = 8.11, p < .001
3. The 
Australian and Singaporean samples did not differ significantly in their gender ratio, χ²(1) 
                                                          
3 Results relevant to hypothesis-testing showed the same patterns whether they were analysed with or without 
controlling for participants’ number of years lived in their respective countries.  
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= .15, ns, or the proportion of participants with a romantic partner at the time of study, χ²(1) 
= 2.56, ns. 
Measures 
Attachment. General attachment orientations were assessed with the Experiences in 
Close Relationships-Relationships Structures scale (ECR-RS; Fraley, Heffernan, Vicary, & 
Brumbaugh, 2011; Wilkinson, 2011), which comprises 14 items to measure attachment 
anxiety (7 items) and avoidance (7 items). The current scale was chosen for its brevity 
which allows its items to be presented multiple times in a larger study that was interested in 
assessing attachment orientations towards different specific targets. The current study only 
examined items that assessed participants’ general attachment orientations. Participants 
were asked to think about ‘all the people you know in general’ and rate their agreement 
with each item using a 7-point scale (1 – strongly disagree; 7 – strongly agree). Example of 
items are: “I’m afraid that people may abandon me” (Anxiety); “I don’t feel comfortable 
opening up to people” (Avoidance). Higher scores indicate higher attachment anxiety or 
avoidance. In Fraley et al. (2001), the Cronbach’s alpha of ECR-RS ranged from .83 to .87 
(Anxiety), and .81 to .95 (Avoidance). The scale showed acceptable internal consistency in 
the current study. Cronbach alphas were .90 (Australians) and .87 (Singaporeans) for 
Anxiety, and .89 (Australians) and .76 (Singaporeans) for Avoidance. 
Individualism and Collectivism. Cultural orientations were assessed with the 
Individualism-Collectivism scale (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) that comprises four subscales 
that assess horizontal and vertical forms of individualism and collectivism—vertical 
individualism (VI; 8 items), horizontal individualism (HI; 5 items), vertical collectivism 
(VC; 6 items), and horizontal collectivism (HC; 8 items). In this study, mean score of the 
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HI items was used to derive participants’ personal endorsement of individualism score 
while mean score of HC and VC items collapsed to derive their personal endorsement of 
collectivism score4. The collectivism items (total 14 items) assess a view of the self as 
interdependent with others and having a sense of duty towards the ingroup (e.g., “My 
happiness depends very much on the happiness of those around me;” “Family members 
should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are made”). The individualism items (6 
items) assess a view of the self as autonomous and stress on personal independence (e.g., 
“I’d depend on myself than others;” “Being a unique individual is important to me”). 
Participants were asked to rate their agreement with each item on a 9-point scale (1 – 
Strongly disagree; 5 – Unsure/Does not apply; 9 – Strongly agree). Thus, higher scores 
indicate stronger orientation. This scale was shown to demonstrate divergent and 
convergent validity and have acceptable subscale reliabilities ranging from .67 to .74 
(Singelis et al., 1995). The scale showed acceptable reliability in the current study. 
Cronbach alphas for individualism were .75 (Australians) and .76 (Singaporeans), and 
collectivism were .83 (Australians) and .74 (Singaporeans). 
Psychological Outcomes. The Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scale-21 (Lovibond 
& Lovibond, 1995) was administered to assess psychological outcomes. It comprises three 
subscales (7 items each) that measure the negative emotional states of depression (e.g., “I 
felt downhearted and blue”), stress (e.g., “I found it difficult to relax”), and anxiety (e.g., “I 
felt I was close to panic”). Participants rated how each item applied to them over the past 
                                                          
4 Combining HC and VC scales to derive a collectivism score but using only HI items to derive individualism 
score is in line with recommendations and empirical evidence (Singelis et al., 1995; Oyserman et al., 2002). 
VI items are not used to derive the individualism score because they have a predominant focus on competition 
that is unusual among individualism-collectivism scales (Oyserman et al., 2002; Schimmack, Oishi, & Diener, 
2005). It is also not appropriate to combine HI and VI scales because they typically show negative 
correlations (Schimmack et al., 2005; Singelis et al., 1995). 
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week using a 4-point scale (0 – not at all; 3 – very much or most of the time). All items 
were summed to yield an overall psychological outcomes or negative emotional state score. 
Higher scores indicate poorer outcomes or more negative emotions. The internal 
reliabilities for the Depression, Anxiety and Stress subscales and total scale ranged 
from .82 to .93 in non-clinical Western samples (Henry & Crawford, 2005), and .74 to .88 
in Asian samples (Norton, 2007; Rosenthal, Russell, & Thomson, 2008). The internal 
reliabilities for the overall scale in this study were high. Cronbach alphas were .93 
(Australians) and .92 (Singaporeans).  
Results 
 Exploratory analyses were run and no outliers that may adversely impact on results 
were identified. As expected, comparisons of culture level means (see Table 1) showed that 
Singaporeans scored significantly higher levels of collectivism than Australians, t(287) = 
4.71, p <.001, as well as significantly higher levels of attachment anxiety than Australians, 
t(287) = 2.51, p < .05. This result was followed-up with Univariate Analysis of Covariance 
which showed that the samples differed significantly in attachment anxiety even after 
controlling for gender, age, the number of years participants had lived in their respective 
country, and relationship status, F(1, 283) = 7.24, p < .01, ƞp2  = .025. Contrary to 
expectations in the literature, however, Singaporeans and Australians were not significantly 
different in their culture level means of individualism, or attachment avoidance, t(287) = 
.38 and .91, respectively, ns. 
Of more interest to our study were the associations between attachment and 
individualism-collectivism. Pearson product-moment correlations of the relevant variables 
were obtained and are presented in Table 2. The results provided partial support to H1b. 
86  
 
Contrary to our hypothesis, attachment anxiety showed no significant correlations with 
individualism and collectivism. On the other hand, as hypothesized, avoidance was 
significantly correlated with individualism (r = .34) and collectivism (r = -.31) in the 
appropriate directions. H2 found initial support—both attachment anxiety and avoidance 
were correlated with negative emotional state (r = .42 and .23) with avoidance showing a 
weaker correlation, Steiger’s Z = 3.00, p < .01 (Hoerger, 2013; Steiger, 1980). 
Regression analyses were employed to evaluate the moderation hypotheses. All 
predictor variables were mean-centered or dummy-coded as appropriate, with their product 
terms created as interaction terms for moderation analyses (Aiken & West, 1991). To test 
for H2, negative emotional state was regressed on attachment anxiety and avoidance. As 
hypothesized, both attachment anxiety and avoidance significantly predicted worse 
negative emotions, F(2, 286) = 33.66, p < 001. Further, in support of H2, attachment 
anxiety (standardized β = .39, p < .001) was a stronger predictor of negative emotions than 
avoidance was (standardized β = .12, p < .05). 
 To test for the hypothesized moderation of cultural orientation on the relation 
between attachment anxiety/avoidance and negative emotions in H3, four parallel 
hierarchical regressions regressing negative emotions on attachment anxiety (or avoidance), 
culture, and collectivism (or individualism), and their interaction terms were conducted 
(see Tables 3 and 4). For instance, for analyses involving attachment anxiety as the 
predictor, attachment avoidance was entered as a covariate in step 1. In step 2, attachment 
anxiety, culture, and collectivism (or individualism) were entered. In step 3, Attachment 
anxiety × Collectivism (or Individualism), which was the interaction term of interest, was 
entered. Other possible two-way and three-way interaction terms were entered in steps 3 
and 4, respectively, to control for higher-order effects (Aiken & West, 1991).  
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 When collectivism was tested as the moderator in the relation between attachment 
anxiety and negative emotions, Attachment anxiety × Collectivism explained a significant 
increase in the variance of negative emotions, ∆R² = .03, ∆F(3, 281) = 3.48, p < .05 (see 
Table 3). Collectivism significantly moderated the relationship between attachment anxiety 
and negative emotions. Supporting H3, attachment anxiety predicted worse negative 
emotions more strongly at 1 SD above the mean of collectivism (unstandardized simple 
slope = 4.66, t = 5.51, p < .001) than at 1 SD below the mean of collectivism 
(unstandardized simple slope = 2.24, t = 3.35, p < .001; see Figure 1). No other interaction 
effects were significant. 
When individualism was examined as a moderator in the relation between 
attachment anxiety and negative emotions, although adding Attachment anxiety × 
Individualism in step 3 did not add significantly to the explanation of the variance of 
negative emotions, ∆R² = .02, ∆F(3, 281) = 1.57, ns, adding the interaction term 
Attachment anxiety × Individualism × Culture in step 4 did, ∆R² = .02, ∆F(1, 280) = 5.58, p 
< .05 (see Table 3). Individualism significantly moderated the relationship between 
attachment anxiety and negative emotions among Singaporeans but not Australians, 
providing qualified support to H3. For Singaporeans, attachment anxiety predicted worse 
negative emotions at 1 SD below the mean of individualism (unstandardized simple slope = 
6.36, t = 6.12, p < .001) but not at 1 SD above the mean of individualism (unstandardized 
simple slope = 1.75, t = 1.69, ns; slope difference: t = -3.18, p < .01) (see Figure 2). For 
Australians, attachment anxiety predicted worse negative emotions similarly at 1 SD below 
(unstandardized simple slope = 3.16, t = 3.72, p < .001) and 1 SD above the mean of 
individualism (unstandardized simple slope = 2.80, t = 3.64, p < .001; slope difference: t 
= .36, ns), contrary to predictions. 
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When collectivism was tested as a moderator in the relation between attachment 
avoidance and negative emotions, although adding Avoidance × Collectivism in step 3 did 
not add significantly to the explanation of negative emotions, ∆R² = .01, ∆F(3, 281) = .59, 
ns, adding the interaction term Avoidance × Collectivism × Culture in step 4 did, ∆R² = .02, 
∆F(1, 280) = 7.44, p < .01 (see Table 4). Attachment avoidance showed trends of 
predicting worse negative emotions at 1 SD above the mean of collectivism 
(unstandardized simple slope = 2.19, t = 1.93, p = .055) but not at 1 SD below the mean of 
collectivism (unstandardized simple slope = 0.98, t = 1.25, ns; slope difference: t = 1.07, 
ns) (see Figure 3). For Singaporeans, on the other hand, attachment avoidance predicted 
worse negative emotions at 1 SD below the mean of collectivism (unstandardized simple 
slope = 4.46, t = 2.55, p < .05) and an opposite trend of predicting less negative emotions at 
1 SD above the mean of collectivism although this association did not reach significance 
levels (unstandardized simple slope = 1.08, t = 0.89, ns; slope difference: t = 2.49, p < .05). 
Thus, H3 was not supported. 
When individualism was tested as a moderator in the relation between attachment 
avoidance and negative emotions, adding Avoidance × Individualism in step 3 did not add 
significant increase in the explanation of negative emotions, ∆R² = .00, ∆F(3, 281) = .39, ns 
(see Table 4). There were no other significant higher order effects. Thus, H3 was not 
supported. 
Overall, H3 received qualified support when individualism or collectivism was 
examined as a moderator in the relation between attachment anxiety and negative emotions 
but not supported when individualism or collectivism was tested as a moderator in the 
relation between attachment avoidance and negative emotions. 
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Discussion 
 The results of this study provided some support to our hypotheses regarding cultural 
differences in adult attachment orientations and cultural orientations (i.e., personal 
characteristics in individualism and collectivism) as well as the associations between them 
and the moderating role of cultural orientations in the attachment-psychological outcomes 
link between young adult Singaporeans and Australians. In line with prevailing 
expectations in the literature, Singaporeans scored higher attachment anxiety and 
collectivism than Australians (Hypothesis 1a). Contrary to those expectations, however, 
Singaporeans did not show significant differences in attachment avoidance and 
individualism compared to Australians. These findings partially replicated typical findings 
in the literature that East Asians scored significantly higher levels of attachment insecurity 
than Westerners (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009). That 
Singaporeans and Australians scored similar levels of avoidance and individualism suggest 
that either or both populations may represent less typical Western or East Asian culture. 
For instance, Singapore may be higher in individualism being a cosmopolitan culture that 
has received great Western influences due to its highly globalized economy. Alternatively, 
while it is conventionally assumed that East Asians are more collectivistic and less 
individualistic than Westerners, a recent meta-analysis has shown that culture level mean 
differences in individualism and collectivism do not always conform to those expectations 
(Oyserman et al., 2002). Moreover, it has been argued that culture level mean comparisons 
of subjective ratings may be unreliable as different cultural groups are likely to use 
different social referents to anchor their personal responses (Heine, Lehman, Peng, & 
Greenholtz, 2002). Thus, it has been argued that a better approach to understand how 
cultural influences relate to constructs of interest is to directly assess their associations at 
90  
 
the individual level (Heine et al., 2002). In any case, our findings underscore the 
importance of explicitly assessing both individualism and collectivism as assumptions 
about culture levels of them may not hold true. 
In view of the limitations of single cross-group comparisons of culture level means 
in illuminating the systematic associations between attachment orientations and 
individualism or collectivism, this study had adopted the approach of examining their 
associations at the individual level. Our hypothesis (1b) on the associations between 
attachment orientations and individualism or collectivism was partially supported. Against 
predictions, attachment anxiety did not correlate significantly with individualism and 
collectivism. On the other hand, individualism and collectivism correlated with attachment 
avoidance according to hypothesized directions—participants with low collectivism or high 
individualism tended to have higher levels of avoidance than those with high collectivism 
or low individualism. Our study replicated previous results showing non-significant 
associations between attachment anxiety and individualism (Frías et al., 2014; Wang & 
Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010), and the directions of associations 
between avoidance and individualism as well as collectivism in Frías et al. (2014). 
However, we did not replicate previous finding that attachment anxiety was positively 
associated with collectivism (e.g., Frías et al., 2014). Our results need replicating in future 
studies. As mentioned, it makes more conceptual sense that avoidance is positively 
associated with individualism (and negatively associated with collectivism) because both 
avoidance and individualism share definitional similarities in their emphases on the self to 
maintain independence and self-sufficiency (on the contrary, collectivism emphasizes 
interdependence with others) (Brennan et al., 1998; Singelis et al., 1995). This line of 
argument fits well with our results (also Frías et al., 2014). However, our results do not 
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support the implied direction of associations between attachment avoidance and cultural 
orientations in the literature, as well as the expectations that differences in attachment 
anxiety may be associated with differences in individualism or collectivism, at least at the 
individual level of analysis. Having said that, a lack of evidence that individual differences 
in individualism and collectivism are associated with attachment anxiety in our study does 
not preclude the possibility that they may be related to attachment orientations at the 
culture level. This is because the pattern of associations observed between constructs at the 
individual level cannot be assumed to apply at the culture level and vice-versa (Hofstede, 
1980; Oyserman et al., 2002; Schwartz, 2009). Schmitt et al.’s (2004) cross-cultural study 
spanning 62 cultural regions/58 nations have found that at the culture level of analysis, 
national levels of preoccupied attachment correlated negatively with national levels of 
individualism. Their study offers some promise that culture level differences in 
individualism or collectivism may indeed relate to culture level differences in attachment 
orientations as suggested in the literature. 
In support of Hypothesis 2, attachment anxiety was a stronger predictor of poorer 
psychological outcomes (operationalized as negative emotional state) than attachment 
avoidance was across cultures. Interestingly, avoidance was not even significantly 
correlated with negative emotions for Singaporeans when correlations between attachment 
orientations and negative emotions were examined within each culture. These results 
support common findings that attachment anxiety is more consistently associated with 
poorer outcomes such as depressive symptoms or negative mood than avoidance 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Our results add to the literature in demonstrating that the 
relation between dysfunctional attachment relationships (i.e., attachment anxiety) and 
poorer psychological outcomes is robust across East Asian and Western cultures (e.g., 
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Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 2010; Wei et al., 2004). At the same, differential associations 
between avoidance and negative emotions across cultures suggest that avoidance does not 
exert similar adverse impact on psychological outcomes among Singaporeans and 
Australians.  
 Our hypothesis (H3) that individualism or collectivism would moderate the 
relationship between attachment anxiety and psychological outcomes received qualified 
support. As hypothesized, regardless of cultural origin, attachment anxiety predicted poorer 
psychological outcomes more strongly among individuals with higher than lower personal 
endorsement in collectivism. Our results suggest that high attachment anxiety may be even 
more detrimental to one’s psychological outcomes when one is also highly collectivistic 
(i.e., views the self as interdependent with others). When one already has high attachment 
anxiety, viewing the self as interdependent with others may exacerbate one’s fears of 
abandonment and further sensitize one to signs of rejection, making them more prone to 
negative emotions. On the other hand, low levels of collectivism may serve as a ‘buffer’ 
that makes one less hypervigilant to social cues that could be interpreted as rejection, 
protecting one from distress arising from attachment anxiety.  
Examining the collectivism items revealed that they assess one’s concerns about 
maintaining group harmony (“It is important to me to maintain harmony in my group”), 
the extent that close others form an inherent part of the self (“My happiness depends very 
much on the happiness of those around me”), as well as one’s acceptance of duties, 
especially towards the family (“It is my duty to take care of my family, even when I have to 
sacrifice what I want”). Scholars have argued that collectivism (also individualism) may be 
better defined as a multi-faceted (rather than a unitary) construct that comprises different 
content domains (e.g., Singelis et al., 1995). Supporting this view, a content-analysis of 
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existing individualism-collectivism scales identified altogether seven and eight content-
domains of individualism and collectivism, respectively, that are not assessed to the same 
extent (or sometimes not assessed at all) across scales (Oyserman et al., 2002). Our 
collectivism scale appears to focus more on the ‘harmony,’ ‘belong,’ ‘duty,’ and ‘related’ 
domains but not other domains of collectivism such as ‘advice’ and ‘context’ identified in 
Oyserman et al. (2002). Further systematic study is needed to determine if the domains we 
tentatively identified in our collectivism scale moderate the association between attachment 
anxiety and psychological outcomes to the same extent, and if other domains of 
collectivism that our scale did not tap into also moderate the attachment-psychological 
outcomes association similarly. 
Our hypothesis (3) that attachment anxiety would predict worse negative emotions 
at lower than higher individualism received qualified support. It was found that attachment 
anxiety predicted negative emotions among Singaporeans with a low but not high personal 
endorsement of individualism, whereas attachment anxiety predicted Australians’ negative 
emotions similarly regardless of their individualism levels. We had argued that high 
individualism would partially mitigate the fears of abandonment and rejection associated 
with attachment anxiety because of its emphasis on independence and self-reliance (see 
also Wang & Ratanasiripong [2006] for similar argument). Examining the individualism 
scale items revealed that they assess independence, self-sufficiency, and one’s personal 
identity (e.g., “I rather depend on myself than others,” “My personal identity, independent 
of others, is very important to me”). Our results suggest that valuing these qualities appears 
to buffer the negative effects of attachment anxiety very effectively for Singaporeans, but 
not for Australians. Such differential moderating effects of individualism across the 
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cultures suggest that there may be other cultural/contextual factors influencing 
psychological outcomes that are not investigated in this study. 
Our hypothesis that individualism or collectivism would moderate the relation 
between attachment avoidance and psychological outcomes was not supported. 
Individualism did not moderate the relation between avoidance and negative emotions, not 
supporting our hypothesis. On the other hand, when collectivism was examined as a 
moderator, a significant effect was only observed among Singaporeans (not Australians) 
but in unexpected ways. More specifically, attachment avoidance predicted worse negative 
emotions among Singaporeans who were low (but not high) on collectivism, contrary to 
predictions that high collectivism may evoke stronger avoidance fears leading to poorer 
psychological outcomes. Instead, it appeared that Singaporeans low on collectivism were 
more susceptible to negative emotions associated with avoidance than those high on 
collectivism. For Australians, also against the hypothesis, collectivism did not moderate the 
extent to which attachment avoidance predicted negative emotions. These counterintuitive 
results suggest that having high collectivism, although seeming to be in conflict with 
avoidance tendencies at face-value, may mitigate some of the negative effects of avoidance 
for those living in Singapore. These results require replicating and it is premature to draw 
such conclusions at this point. These results again highlight that the way personal 
characteristics in individualism or collectivism interact with attachment processes to 
influence psychological outcomes is complex and may differ across individuals coming 
from different cultural backgrounds, possibly due to the presence of other cultural factors 
that are not fully captured by self-ratings of individualism or collectivism. 
Overall, our results show that personal characteristics in individualism or 
collectivism interact with attachment anxiety and avoidance in different ways to influence 
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psychological outcomes, possibly because the two attachment orientations are associated 
with different concerns, fears, and responses relating to interpersonal issues. These 
differences may interact differently with individualism and collectivism (or their specific 
domains) in ways that are still poorly understood and clearly need further study. On the 
whole, our results suggest that prevailing views about how individualism and collectivism 
associate with attachment orientations are more supported in the case of attachment 
avoidance, and their moderating role in the attachment-psychological outcomes link is 
more supported in the case of attachment anxiety. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
 We had sampled two cultural groups to examine if cultural orientations are 
associated with variations in attachment orientations at the individual level of analysis. 
Whether and how cultural orientations relate to differences in attachment orientations at the 
culture level of analysis remains an empirical question that our study was not designed to 
address. The culture level question can only be answered by a much larger-scale cross-
cultural study that simultaneously samples numerous nations/cultural groups (e.g., Schmitt 
et al., 2004), or a meta-analysis of separate smaller-scale studies (like ours) that have 
systematically assessed the relationships between cultural orientations and attachment 
orientations (e.g., Bakermans-Kranenburg & van IJzendoorn’s [2009] meta-analysis on 
adult attachment classifications). The literature is currently lacking in both that examine 
adult attachment orientations. Hopefully, our study will spur similar studies so that there 
will eventually be enough to conduct a meta-analysis meaningfully. Before the culture level 
question can be examined empirically, researchers should refrain from invoking cultural 
orientations as assumed reasons for any cultural differences in attachment orientations 
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based on comparisons of culture level means of attachment variables and assumptions on 
cultural levels of individualism and collectivism.   
 Individualism and collectivism have not always been defined or operationalized 
consistently across studies or scales (Oyserman et al., 2002). Thus, researchers are urged to 
employ tighter definitions and strive for specificity in their assessment so that meaningful 
conclusions could be drawn from their results (Schimmack et al., 2005; Singelis et al., 
1995). We attempted to do so by examining the individualism and collectivism items in our 
study to better understand what they assessed. However, these efforts only allowed us to 
draw tentative conclusions which require further systematic study to confirm. Although the 
scale we used covered the core meaning of individualism (i.e., independence) and 
collectivism (i.e., duty to ingroup) consensually agreed by researchers (Oyserman et al., 
2002), the items appear to not have assessed all aspects of the constructs to the same extent. 
The numbers of items used to assess individualism and collectivism were also unequal in 
our study (although they showed comparable internal reliabilities). It is possible that we did 
not find support that cultural orientations account for individual differences in attachment 
anxiety or that inconsistent results have been found across previous studies because 
individualism and collectivism have not been measured equivalently. Future studies should 
pay more attention to measurement issues regarding individualism or collectivism. Our 
study also found some different findings across cultures that could not be accounted for by 
self-ratings of individualism or collectivism. If further empirical studies determine that 
cultural orientations cannot serve as all-encompassing explanations for all 
cultural/individual differences in attachment patterns, future studies should explore other 
constructs that make potentially better explanations. Some possibilities may be to examine 
the associations of attachment orientations with cultural norms or to examine the 
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moderating role of person-culture fit in the attachment-psychological outcomes link which 
were not assessed in the current study. 
We only examined one aspect of psychological outcomes (i.e., negative emotional 
state) in a non-clinical population. Future studies can examine if our results replicate in a 
clinical population or with other indices of psychological outcomes (e.g., positive 
emotions). Like other correlational studies that make use of self-report measures, our study 
is unable to claim causality in our results (e.g., between attachment and psychological 
outcomes) and suffer from the same potential measurement biases associated with self-
report measures. We had assumed that individual differences in psychological outcomes 
were preceded by individual differences in attachment orientations. But such directional 
claims could only be verified by an experimental study. Future studies may employ priming 
techniques to manipulate differences in attachment and/or cultural orientation levels to 
investigate their causal effects on response variables of interest. Finally, the generalizability 
of our results may be limited to the East Asian and Western undergraduates we sampled. 
Future studies may examine if our results can be replicated in other cultures, non-college 
individuals, or other age groups (e.g., older adults).  
Conclusion 
 By explicitly measuring individualism and collectivism, our study was able to 
systematically examine the associations between attachment orientations and cultural 
orientations, as well as the moderating effect of individualism or collectivism in the 
relationship between attachment orientations and psychological outcomes across cultures. 
By recognizing within-culture individual differences in individualism or collectivism and 
refraining from categorizing cultures as either individualistic or collectivistic, we were able 
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to demonstrate that cultures/nations traditionally regarded as individualistic or collectivistic 
showed the same patterns of associations between attachment orientations, cultural 
orientations, and psychological outcomes. Our results also suggest that individualism or 
collectivism could not fully account for differences in attachment patterns and that there are 
probably other cultural/contextual factors moderating that relation between attachment 
orientations and psychological outcomes that would be worthwhile exploring. 
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Table 1 
Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD) and T-tests of Variables between Australians and 
Singaporeans 
 Australians (n = 143) Singaporeans (n = 146) 
Variables M SD   M SD 
Attachment orientation     
Anxiety 3.45 1.46 3.84 1.17* 
Avoidance 3.67 1.29 3.79 .94 
Cultural orientation     
Collectivism 6.26 1.16 6.83     .90** 
Individualism 6.88 1.28 6.94 1.18 
Negative emotional state (DASS) 16.34 11.91 17.66 10.95 
*p < .05.  **p < .001. 
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Table 2 
Intercorrelations between Attachment Orientations, Cultural Orientations, and Negative 
Emotional State for the Australians (n = 143) and Singaporeans (n = 146) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Attachment anxiety   .36**  .14 -.07  .41** 
2. Attachment avoidance  .16   .42** -.37** .28** 
3. Individualism -.12  .23**  -.17*  .20*  
4. Collectivism -.04 -.27**  .04  -.05 
5. Negative emotional state  .43**  .16  .08  -.15  
* p < .05. ** p < .001. 
NB: Australians (top diagonal), Singaporeans (bottom diagonal) 
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Table 3 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses on the Moderating Effects of Cultural Orientation on the Relation between Attachment Anxiety and 
Negative Emotional State (N = 289) 
Step B β t R² Adjusted R²  ∆ R² ∆F df 
Collectivism (COL) as moderator 
1. Step model    .052 .048 .052 15.66*** (1, 287) 
Attachment avoidance (AV) 2.31 .23 3.96***      
2. Step model    .191 .180 .140 16.36*** (3, 284) 
Attachment anxiety (AN) 3.35 .39 6.95***      
COL -.36 -.03 -.57      
Culture .09 .00 .07      
3. Step model    .220 .201 .029 3.48* (3, 281) 
AN × COL 1.13 .16 2.83**      
Culture × AN .12 .01 .13      
Culture × COL -1.24 -.07 -1.02      
4. Step model    .222 .200 .002 .58 (1, 280) 
AN × COL × Culture -.66 -.05 -.76      
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Individualism (IND) as moderator 
1. Step model    .052 .048 .052 15.66*** (1, 287) 
AV 2.31 .23 3.96***      
2. Step model    .201 .189 .149 17.62*** (3, 284) 
AN 3.41 .40 7.09***      
IND .99 .11 1.89      
Culture -.16 -.01 -.13      
3. Step model    .217 .197 .016 1.96 (3, 281) 
AN × IND -.75 -.12 -2.14      
Culture × AN .99 .07 1.05      
Culture × IND .35 .03 .34      
4. Step model    .232 .210 .015 5.58* (1, 280) 
AN × IND × Culture -1.73 -.15 -2.36*      
*p < .05.  **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 4 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses on the Moderating Effects of Cultural Orientation on the Relation between Attachment Avoidance and 
Negative Emotional State (N = 289) 
Step B β t R² Adjusted R²  ∆ R² ∆F df 
Collectivism (COL) as moderator 
1. Step model    .178 .175 .178 62.26*** (1, 287) 
Attachment anxiety (AN) 3.62  .42 7.89***      
2. Step model    .191 .180 .013 1.59 (3, 284) 
Attachment avoidance (AV) 1.06  .11 1.77      
COL -.36 -.03 -.57      
Culture .09 .00 .07      
3. Step model    .197 .177 .005 .59 (3, 281) 
AV × COL -.05 -.01 -.11      
Culture × AV -.47 -.03 -.37      
Culture × COL -1.73 -.10 -1.34      
4. Step model    .217 .195 .021 7.44** (1, 280) 
AV × COL × Culture -3.14 -.18 -2.73**      
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Individualism (IND) as moderator 
1. Step model    .178 .175 .178 62.26*** (1, 287) 
AN 3.62 .42 7.89***      
2. Step model    .201 .189 .022 2.64* (3, 284) 
AV .78 .08 1.31      
IND .99 .11 1.89      
Culture -.16 -.01 -.13      
3. Step model    .204 .184 .003 .39 (3, 281) 
AV × IND .45 .06 1.07      
Culture × AV .13 .01 .11      
Culture × IND -.22 -.02 -.21      
4. Step model    .207 .184 .003 .97 (1, 280) 
AV × IND × Culture .89 .07 .98      
*p = .05.  **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Figure 1: Simple slopes of attachment anxiety predicting negative emotional state at 1 SD 
below and 1 SD above the mean of collectivism.  
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Figure 2: Simple slopes of attachment anxiety predicting negative emotional state at 1 SD 
below and 1 SD above the mean of individualism for Australians (AUS, n = 143) and 
Singaporeans (SG, n = 146).  
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Figure 3: Simple slopes of attachment avoidance predicting negative emotional state at 1 
SD below and 1 SD above the mean of collectivism for Australians (AUS, n = 143) and 
Singaporeans (SG, n = 146). 
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 This paper was part of a larger, second, cross-cultural study that was conducted to 
follow up on results from the paper presented in Chapter Three. The second study sampled 
a new group of Australian (n = 206) and Singaporean (n = 322) late adolescents/young 
adults. This paper attempted to replicate the results in the previous chapter involving 
associations between personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism and 
attachment orientations using a different attachment measure. Two complementary 
approaches to assess culture were employed. That is, besides assessing personal 
endorsement of individualism and collectivism, this paper also assessed perceived norm of 
individualism and collectivism, to tease apart their associations with individual differences 
in attachment orientations. Personal endorsement and perceived norm of individualism and 
collectivism were also used to derive participants’ person-culture fit score that was 
examined in the paper presented in the next chapter (Chapter Five). 
The Candidate’s Contribution 
 The candidate was primarily responsible for the conceptualization of the cross-
cultural study, literature review, shortlisting measures, setting up the online questionnaire, 
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recruitment of participants from Australia and Singapore, analysis of results, and authoring 
the paper. In his capacity as a supervisor, Wilkinson provided guidance on methodology, 
analysis methods, online survey, as well as his expertise on attachment research in giving 
feedback on the candidate’s writing of this paper. He also reviewed the recruitment 
materials and online study before they were launched. Chew was included as a third author 
for her contribution in assisting the candidate to recruit part of the Singaporean participants. 
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Abstract 
East Asians routinely scored significantly higher attachment anxiety and avoidance than 
their Western Caucasian counterparts. Evidence supporting explanations that such 
differences are rooted in East-West population differences in individualism and 
collectivism (self-views and/or cultural norms) remains weak due to the limitations of 
single cross-group comparison studies in assessing the associations between attachment and 
cultural orientations. This study simultaneously assessed individual differences in personal 
endorsement and perceived norm of individualism and collectivism in determining if they 
are linked to differences in attachment orientations among adolescents/young adults from 
Eastern (Singaporeans, n = 322) and Western (Australians, n = 206) backgrounds. Contrary 
to conventional expectations, individualism and collectivism showed non-significant 
associations with attachment anxiety. Personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism were associated with attachment avoidance in hypothesized directions. For 
perceived norms, only collectivism was significantly negatively associated with avoidance. 
Our results suggest that personal characteristics in individualism and collectivism may be 
more relevant than perceived norms in understanding cultural attachment differences.  
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Cultural Influences on Adult Attachment Orientations: The Role of Internalized Cultural 
Characteristics and Cultural Norms 
Across diverse cultures, close relationships and related emotions (e.g., loneliness, 
grief, and love) show general similarities and form an intimate aspect of the human 
experience (Hatfield & Rapson, 2005; Parkes & Prigerson, 2010; Rokach, 2004; Schmitt et 
al., 2004). Whether and how close relationships differ systematically with cultural 
influences are less studied. Attachment theory, which has emerged as a major approach to 
the study of close relationships, postulates that an attachment behavioral system, which 
underlies a special class of close relationships (i.e., attachment relationships), has evolved 
to serve humans’ universal needs for survival and security (Bowlby, 1969/1982). The 
evolutionary origins of the attachment behavioral system lays the basis for the belief that 
attachment relationships are universal, and the impetus to replicate in other cultures 
attachment findings based largely on White, Western populations (e.g., Grossmann, 
Grossmann, & Keppler, 2005; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008; Wang & Song, 
2010). 
Emerging research has found notable differences in adult attachment between East 
Asian and Western populations that are argued to relate to differences in cultural 
orientations (i.e., individualism-collectivism; e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Friedman et al., 
2010; Wang & Song, 2010). This interpretation remains speculative as there are no 
available culture level studies that have assessed their systematic associations. At the 
individual level, there have been sporadic studies that have adequately assessed 
individualism and collectivism and examined their associations with attachment 
orientations (e.g., Frías, Shaver, & Díaz-Loving, 2014; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). A 
limitation of these studies is that culture has always been assessed as participants’ personal 
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endorsement of individualism and collectivism, which neglects other aspects of culture 
(e.g., individualistic/collectivistic norms) that have been linked to attachment differences. 
This paper hopes to partly address this oversight by simultaneously assessing individual 
differences in personal endorsement and perceived norms of individualism and collectivism 
in determining whether and how each relates to attachment orientations, across samples of 
late adolescents/young adults from Eastern (Singaporean) and Western (Australian) 
backgrounds.  
Adult Attachment Studies: Differences between Westerners and East Asians 
Adult attachment is argued to be defined by two orthogonal dimensions (or 
orientations): attachment anxiety (specific to close relationships or attachment about 
separation, abandonment, or insufficient love) and attachment avoidance (of intimacy, 
dependency, and emotional expressiveness) (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). Studies 
have found support for the cross-cultural validity of the two-dimensional adult attachment 
model (Brennan et al., 1998; Schmitt et al., 2004). Cross-cultural comparisons of 
attachment orientations (mostly East-West comparisons involving two samples) typically 
find higher levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance among East Asians (i.e., Chinese 
from Hong Kong and China, international students of Chinese ethnicity) than their Western 
Caucasian counterparts (predominantly North Americans) (e.g., (Cheng & Kwan, 2008; 
Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009; for a brief review, see Wang & 
Song, 2010). In these studies, individual differences in attachment orientations are assessed 
and used to derive culture/nation-level aggregates to make culture level comparisons. When 
East-West differences in attachment orientations are found, the individualism-collectivism 5 
                                                          
5Other parallel, but less common, terms of individualism-collectivism are independence-interdependence, 
self-construals, and Western-Eastern worldviews (Oyserman et al., 2000). In the attachment literature, 
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framework is most often evoked as explanation (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Lu et al., 2009; Mak, 
Bond, Simpson, & Rholes, 2010; Malley-Morrison, You, & Mills, 2000; Wei, Russell, 
Mallinckrodt, & Zakalik, 2004), as in other psychological domains (e.g., wellbeing, conflict 
management) (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002).  
While individualism and collectivism are more commonly assessed as polar 
opposites of a single dimension at the culture level (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Hui, 1988), 
researchers have argued that it is more appropriately operationalized as two orthogonal 
dimensions at the individual level (e.g., Oyserman et al., 2002; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). 
At the individual level, individualism and collectivism are often assessed as trait-like 
psychological characteristics (e.g., beliefs, values, behaviors, and preferences) organized 
around the theme of the degree of interconnectedness/separateness between the self and 
others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Briefly defined, individualism is characterized by a 
view of self as discrete and independent from others, an emphasis on self-reliance, personal 
identity, and unique qualities about the self, and is most often associated with Western 
industrialized, White middle class populations (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et 
al., 2002; Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995). Collectivism is characterized by a 
view of self as interconnected with others and embedded in a relationships network, an 
emphasis on social harmony and one’s duty to the ingroup, and is most often associated 
with East Asian (e.g., Chinese) populations (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et al., 
2002; Singelis et al., 1995).  
Perhaps cultural differences in attachment are often linked to individualism and 
collectivism because both constructs are understood to be “fundamentally concerned with 
                                                          
individualism and collectivism have sometimes been assessed as independence-interdependence (self-
construals) at the individual level (e.g., Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2006). 
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predictable patterns in relationships between self and others” (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006, 
p. 194). Since relationships occur in the context of culture, it is reasonable to believe that 
they may be subjected to individualistic and/or collectivistic influences regarding beliefs, 
values, and norms about relationships. For example, the optimal balance between 
interdependence and independence, the importance of others’ validation to self, appropriate 
extent of intimacy and interpersonal distance with others (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). 
Accordingly, attachment researchers have offered that East Asians/Chinese’s collectivistic 
orientation and view of self as interconnected with others probably contribute to their 
greater sensitivity to social influences (e.g., approval/rejection), that are possibly associated 
with their higher attachment anxiety than Westerners (Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Wang & 
Mallinckrodt, 2006). In the same vein, East Asians’ higher avoidance has been interpreted 
as possibly linked to their collectivistic norms that favor behaviors promoting relational 
harmony (e.g., restrained emotional/verbal expression) and reciprocity (e.g., preference for 
greater interpersonal distance to minimize the higher costs of social support) (Taylor et al., 
2004; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wei et al., 2004). Thus, existing explanations for 
culture level mean differences in attachment would predict attachment anxiety and 
avoidance to correlate positively with collectivism and negatively with individualism.  
While appealing, these explanations have at least a few issues. First, sampled 
cultures/nations have been assumed to be either collectivistic (East Asian/Chinese) or 
individualistic (Western/Caucasian) without actual measurement in most studies. This is 
problematic because a meta-analysis has found that nations do not always differ in 
individualism and collectivism according to common expectations (Oyserman et al., 2002) 
and experts’ impression and laypersons’ self-ratings of individualism and collectivism may 
differ (Peng, Nisbett, & Wong, 1997). Moreover, this simplistic categorization of culture 
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neglects that individualistic and collectivistic representations are present to some extent in 
any society or individual (i.e., within-culture differences in individualism and collectivism) 
(Singelis et al., 1995; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Second, existing impressions about the 
associations between cultural differences in individualism and collectivism and attachment 
orientations remain speculative as there is no available culture level study that has 
systematically examined their relations. There are also limited individual level studies that 
have examined these associations (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 
2010) and those available have not always shown results that support existing suggestions 
about their direction of association. For instance, in a previous study we found that 
attachment anxiety was not significantly associated with personal characteristics in 
individualism and collectivism, whereas avoidance was positively associated with personal 
characteristics in individualism and negatively associated with personal characteristics in 
collectivism across Australian and Singaporean young adults (Lin, Wilkinson, & Chew, 
2014). More studies are needed to replicate and clarify these relationships. Third, 
constructs may show different relations at the culture and individual level of analysis 
(Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 2009). It appears that the associations between individualism 
(and collectivism) and attachment orientations need to be reconsidered at least at the 
individual level, as shown in our previous study. From a theoretical standpoint, the defining 
characteristics of avoidance (e.g., maintaining emotional distance and independence from 
others, discomfort with closeness) share more conceptual similarity with individualism 
(independence, self-reliance) but appears to be at odds with collectivism (interdependence, 
connectedness between the self and others) (Lin et al., 2014). Thus, theoretically, it makes 
more sense that avoidance would correlate positively with individualism and negatively 
with collectivism (Lin et al., 2014). Fourth, current explanations are vague about the 
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specific aspects of culture or individualism and collectivism that are linked to attachment 
differences. For instance, both personal characteristics and cultural norms associated with 
individualism and collectivism have been suggested as likely linked to attachment 
differences. However, there are no available adult attachment studies that have assessed 
cultural norms. 
We could only locate four attachment studies that have reported on the associations 
between individual differences in adult attachment orientations and 
individualism/collectivism. We did not consider the findings of one of these studies (Cheng 
& Kwan, 2008) that had inferred participants’ individualism levels from the national 
individualism ranking of the country they spent most time in, rather than direct assessment. 
The remaining three studies assessed participants’ personal endorsement of individualism 
and collectivism (operationalized as two separate dimensions) (e.g., Frías et al., 2014; 
Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). These studies found that 
attachment anxiety showed positive association with collectivism, but non-significant 
association with individualism, partially supporting the assumptions in the literature. 
Results for avoidance were inconsistent possibly due to differences in cultural groups 
sampled (US, Taiwan, Mexico) or how attachment was measured (actual versus “ideal” 
attachment) across studies. Avoidance has shown negative or non-significant associations 
with collectivism (Frías et al., 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006), and negative, positive, 
or non-significant associations with individualism (Frías et al., 2014; Wang & 
Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). On the whole, these studies do not 
provide conclusive results on whether individual differences in attachment orientations are 
associated with individual differences in the norms of individualism and collectivism. 
Two Approaches to Culture 
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 The aforementioned adult attachment studies that have assessed individual 
differences in individualism or collectivism have all measured participants’ personal 
endorsement of them. The personal endorsement approach usually presents statements 
describing values, beliefs, preferences, or behaviors representing individualism and 
collectivism and asks participants to rate how much they personally agree or engage in 
them (e.g., Singelis et al., 1995; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). This approach assumes that 
individuals who have been exposed to a culture long enough would internalize its 
characteristics, which should reflect in their psychological characteristics (Wan & Chiu, 
2009; Wan, Chiu, Tam, et al., 2007). From this perspective, culture is thought to influence 
behaviors through individuals’ personal (internalized) characteristics (Markus & Kitayama, 
1991). Aggregates of individuals’ personal qualities (in this case, endorsement of 
individualism and collectivism) from a culture can serve as a measure of its cultural 
characteristics, providing a means for researchers to study culture. Despite generating a 
large volume of research that has informed cross-cultural understanding, this approach has 
been noted for its limitations. For instance, this approach probably does not capture all 
aspects of culture because individuals differ in the degree they internalize culture and not 
all aspects of culture could be internalized as easily (Chirkov, Ryan, & Willness, 2005). 
Besides, when asked to report their personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism, individuals may unintentionally look to social referents (e.g., similar others in 
their culture) to anchor their own responses (Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz, 2002), 
instead of directly reporting their actual endorsement levels. Depending on how individuals 
perceive their social environment or reference group, they may be inclined to present 
themselves as possessing more of the qualities that are valued or rare around them (Peng et 
al., 1997; Shteynberg, Gelfand, & Kim, 2009). These challenges may explain why personal 
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endorsement of individualism and collectivism have not always been successful in 
accounting for established cross-cultural findings thought to be rooted in individualism and 
collectivism differences (e.g., Shteynberg et al., 2009; Zou et al., 2009).  
Noting the challenges of the personal endorsement approach, some researchers 
argue for examining cultural members’ perception of cultural norms as a complementary 
approach to examine culture and its influences on cognitions or behaviors (Fischer et al., 
2009; Wan & Chiu, 2009). While the personal endorsement approach measures culture by 
assessing individuals’ personal characteristics (i.e., internalized cultural characteristics), the 
perceived norms approach measures culture by assessing individuals’ perceptions of 
cultural norms—the beliefs, values, preferences, or behaviors that individuals perceive to 
be widespread or valued by others in their culture (Chiu, Gelfand, Yamagishi, Shteynberg, 
& Wan, 2010; Wan, Chiu, Peng, & Tam, 2007). In this approach, participants are asked to 
rate the importance of or agreement with individualism or collectivism items from the point 
of view of typical/general/average/most members of a cultural group (e.g., Fischer et al., 
2009; Wan, Chiu, Tam, et al., 2007). Characteristics that more individuals perceive (i.e., 
rate) as important or widespread in a culture should reflect the norm of a culture 
(Shteynberg et al., 2009; Wan, Chiu, Tam, et al., 2007). To be clear, this approach argues 
that one’s personal beliefs or attitudes do not always align with one’s perceived norms of 
them (Chiu et al., 2010). In fact, research has shown that personal endorsement and 
perceived norms ratings (of values and beliefs) are distinct and that correlations between 
them are imperfect (ranged from non-significant, small, to moderate) (e.g., Fischer, 2006; 
Wan, Chiu, Peng, et al., 2007; Wan, Chiu, Tam, et al., 2007).  
Perceived norms of culture are functional knowledge about socially-appropriate 
behaviors and what social others regard as important (Wan & Chiu, 2009). They help one 
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to make sense of the environment, identify socially-appropriate actions to take and function 
adaptively in one’s culture (Chiu et al., 2010; Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Shteynberg et al., 
2009). Perceived norms of culture are thought to exert cultural influences on one’s 
cognitions or behaviors in this way, without necessarily having to internalize or endorse the 
cultural characteristics (Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Chiu et al., 2010). There is evidence that 
besides personal attitudes, individuals’ perceptions about social other’ beliefs and 
behaviors may also influence cognitions and behaviors. For instance, there are stronger 
associations between behaviors and personal attitudes or stereotypes when the latter are 
perceived to be shared by others (Lowery, Hardin, & Sinclair, 2001; Sechrist & Stangor, 
2001). In some instances, perceived norms of individualism and collectivism have been 
able to account for established cross-cultural differences where personal endorsement of 
individualism and collectivism could not (e.g., the effect of actor intentionality in blame 
assignment, perceived hurtfulness of duty and rights violations, and persuasiveness of a 
consensus versus a consistency appeal; Shteynberg et al., 2009; Zou et al., 2009).  
The personal endorsement and perceived norm approaches each offers a different 
perspective on culture, which influences behaviors in different conditions. Perceived norms 
may be more strongly associated with psychological variables when the need for sense-
making is salient, when behaviors may be scrutinized, or when behaviors are associated 
with strong norms (Fischer, 2006; Chiu et al, 2010). On the other hand, personal attitudes 
might be more strongly associated with psychological variables that are less subjected to 
norms (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Fischer et al., 2009). Both personal characteristics in 
individualism and collectivism and cultural norms have been suggested to be linked to 
adult attachment orientations. Employing both approaches will enable us to examine how 
these two aspects of culture associate with attachment orientations separately.  
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The Present Study 
 There is no conclusive research regarding the associations between adult attachment 
orientations and individualism or collectivism (especially perceived norms). Our review 
revealed that available studies on adult attachment have always assessed individual 
differences in individualism and collectivism as participants’ personal characteristics. 
While this approach has its theoretical basis and utility in tapping into culture, it misses out 
some aspects of culture (i.e., norms) that may also relate to attachment patterns. To address 
the current gaps in the literature, this paper employs both the personal endorsement and 
perceived norms approaches in examining whether and how individual differences in 
individualism and collectivism may associate with attachment orientations across two 
culturally distinct samples (i.e., Australia and Singapore). If individualistic or collectivistic 
norms are associated with attachment orientations, they are expected to show the same 
directions of associations as personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism would 
with attachment. If so, the relative extent to which personal endorsement or perceived norm 
of individualism and collectivism relate to differences in attachment orientations could be 
further explored. 
Hypothesis 1. Based on existing findings (e.g., Ho et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009), it is 
expected that those who are living in an East Asian country with a majority with Chinese 
background (Singapore) should show higher levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance 
than those who are living in a Western country with a majority with European background 
(Australia). 
Hypothesis 2. The prevailing assumptions about East-West differences in 
individualism and collectivism would predict that Singaporeans will rate themselves (i.e., 
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personal endorsement) as well as perceive and rate other Singaporeans (i.e., perceived 
norm) to be higher on collectivism and lower on individualism than Australians will rate 
themselves and perceive other Australians.  
Hypothesis 3. If individual differences in attachment anxiety are associated with 
individual differences in the personal characteristics of individualism and collectivism 
(e.g., Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006), irrespective of country of origin, we would expect 
attachment anxiety to be positively associated with personal endorsement of collectivism 
and negatively associated with personal endorsement of individualism. If individual 
differences in attachment anxiety are associated with perceived collectivistic and 
individualistic cultural norms, we would expect attachment anxiety to be positively 
associated with perceived norm of collectivism and negatively associated with perceived 
norm of individualism. 
Hypothesis 4. To the extent that we are right about the links avoidance has with 
individualism and collectivism from a theoretical standpoint (i.e., conceptual closeness), 
irrespective of country of origin, we would expect individuals with high personal 
endorsement of individualism or low personal endorsement of collectivism to report more 
attachment avoidance than individuals with high collectivism or low individualism (Lin et 
al., 2014). To the extent that attachment avoidance is associated with collectivistic and 
individualistic norms, we would expect attachment avoidance to be positively associated 
with perceived norm of individualism and negatively associated with perceived norm of 
collectivism. 
Exploratory hypothesis. Additionally, we are interested in exploring the relative 
strength of associations that personal endorsement and perceived norm of individualism 
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and collectivism have with attachment orientations. To the extent that attachment 
orientations are more strongly associated with internalized cultural characteristics or 
cultural norms, they are expected to be more strongly associated with personal endorsement 
or perceived norm of individualism and collectivism, respectively.  
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
Student volunteers were recruited from two cultural groups—the Australian 
National University (ANU) in Australia and the Nanyang Technological University (NTU) 
in Singapore. Participants took part in the study in exchange for monetary reimbursement 
or course credits. Recruitment and data collection methods employed in this study 
described below followed the typical practices at the respective universities. 
All participants completed an online survey in English as part of a larger study 
examining interpersonal relationships and psychological functioning. In Singapore, English 
is the official language and main medium of instruction in educational institutions. 
Singaporean undergraduates are expected to be proficient English users having received at 
least 12 years of English education. At ANU, participants were recruited via posters and 
emails circulated within the university advertising for volunteer participants for a 
“wellbeing study”. Interested parties were asked to email the author, providing their 
demographic details (e.g., age, nationality). The survey link and instructions were emailed 
to participants who fit the eligibility criteria (i.e., Australians, 18-29 years) which they 
could complete at their own convenience. 
At NTU, the study was advertised on posters and put up on SONAS (a cloud-based 
participant management program) which could be pre-set to screen out non-Singaporeans 
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from being able to sign up for the study. Participants either went through SONAs or 
emailed the author with their demographic information for signing up. Eligible participants 
(i.e., Singaporeans, 18-29 years) were scheduled for study sessions where they completed 
the online survey in individual computer laboratories.  
Participants who had spent less than 10 years staying in Australia/Singapore were 
filtered out to ensure they had sufficient exposure to the respective cultures. After applying 
this criteria, the final sample of Australians was 206, 73 males (35.4%), 133 females 
(64.6%). Their mean age was 19.12 years (SD = 1.80 years). Of this sample, 156 (75.7%) 
indicated they were of European/Caucasian (e.g., European Australian/Caucasian 
Australian/Anglo-Celtic) background, 18 (8.7%) Chinese, 13 (6.3%) Other Asian excluding 
Chinese (e.g., Indian, Vietnamese, Filipino), 13 (6.3%) Mixed Ethnicity (e.g., 
Caucasian/Asian, Japanese/Dutch), 4 (1.9 %) Middle Eastern (e.g., Pakistani), 1 (.4%) 
African, and 1 (.4%) Aboriginal/Samoan. At the time of study, 124 (60.2%) were singles, 
81 (39.3%) were in a romantic relationship, and 1 (.5%) did not indicate relationship status. 
The sample comprised of 159 (77.2%) freshmen, 33 (16.0%) sophomores, 8 (3.9%) juniors, 
4 (1.9%) seniors, and 2 (1.0%) participants in five years or more of study. 
The final sample of Singaporeans was 322, 94 males (29.2%), 228 females (70.8%). 
Their mean age was 21.38 years (SD = 1.80 years). Participants’ ethnicities were: 284 
(88.2%) Chinese, 35 (10.9%) Other Asian (e.g., Malay, Indian), and 3 (.9%) Mixed 
Ethnicity (e.g., Eurasian). Of this sample, 187 (58.1%) were singles and 135 (41.9%) were 
in a romantic relationship. The sample comprised of 128 (39.8%) freshmen, 72 (22.4%) 
sophomores, 72 (22.4%) juniors, 48 (14.9%) seniors, and 2 (.5%) participants in five years 
or more of study. 
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The Australian sample was significantly younger in age than the Singaporean 
sample, t(1, 526) = 14.06, p < .001. The Australian and Singaporean samples did not differ 
significantly in their gender ratio and the proportion of participants with or without a 
romantic partner at the time of study, χ²(1) = 2.26 and .30, respectively, both ns.  
Measures 
Attachment Style Questionnaire (ASQ). The ASQ (Feeney, Noller, & Hanrahan, 
1994) comprises 40 items designed to assess general attachment among people with little or 
no romantic experience. This scale was chosen for use in our study because our earlier 
study indicated that about two-thirds of late adolescent/young adult sample were not in a 
romantic relationship (Lin et al., 2014). The ASQ generates scores for five facets 
(Confidence, Relationships as Secondary, Discomfort with Closeness, Preoccupation with 
Relationships, and Need for Approval) or two adult attachment dimensions—Avoidance 
and Anxious attachment (e.g., Brennan et al., 1998; Fossati et al., 2003; Karantzas, Feeney, 
& Wilkinson, 2010). For the purpose of this study, only relevant items for the two 
attachment dimensions were used to compute scores for avoidance (16 items; e.g., “I find it 
hard to trust other people,” and “I prefer to keep to myself”) and anxious attachment (13 
items; e.g., “I find that others are reluctant to get as close as I would like” and “I wonder 
how I would cope without someone to love me”). Participants indicate their extent of 
agreement to each item using a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 
(totally agree). Higher scores indicate greater attachment anxiety or avoidance. The 
validity and reliability of the scale have been demonstrated in previous studies (e.g., Feeney 
et al., 1994; Fossati et al., 2003) with reported Cronbach alphas ranging from .76 to .84 for 
the five subscales and support for the two higher-order factor structure in clinical and non-
clinical samples. This scale demonstrated acceptable internal reliabilities in this study, with 
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Cronbach alphas of .86 and .89 for Australians, and .84 and .85 for Singaporeans, for the 
attachment anxiety and avoidance scales, respectively.   
Individualism-Collectivism scale (IC scale). Cultural orientations were assessed 
with the IC scale (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) that comprises four subscales that assess 
horizontal and vertical forms of individualism and collectivism—vertical individualism 
(VI; 8 items), horizontal individualism (HI; 5 items), vertical collectivism (VC; 6 items), 
and horizontal collectivism (HC; 8 items). In this study, mean score of the HI items was 
used to derive the individualism score while mean score of HC and VC items collapsed to 
derive the collectivism score6. Participants responded to a personal endorsement and a 
perceived norm version of the IC scale, with the order of administration counter-balanced 
across participants. In the personal endorsement version, participants were asked to rate 
their extent of personal agreement to each item; in the perceived norm version, participants 
were asked to rate how much they think “Australians (or Singaporeans) in general” would 
agree with each item. Sample items are: “I’d depend on myself than others” (HI), “It is my 
duty to take care of my family, even when I have to sacrifice what I want” (VC), and “The 
wellbeing of my coworkers is important to me” (HC). Participants rate how much they 
agree with each item using a 9-point scale (1 – Strongly disagree; 5 – Unsure/Does not 
apply; 9 – Strongly agree). Thus, higher scores indicate stronger personal endorsement or 
perceived norm of individualism or collectivism. This scale has demonstrated divergent and 
convergent validity and acceptable subscale reliabilities ranging from .67 to .74 (Singelis et 
al., 1995).  It has also been translated to Chinese and used successfully with East Asian 
                                                          
6 Combining HC and VC scales to derive a collectivism score but using only HI items to derive individualism 
score is in line with recommendations and empirical evidence (Singelis et al., 1995; Oyserman et al., 2002). 
VI is more appropriately considered as a measure of power distance or competition than a subtype of 
individualism and typically shows negative correlations with HI (Oyserman et al., 2002; Schimmack, Oishi, 
& Diener, 2005). 
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samples with Cronbach alphas ranging from .61 to .78 for the overall individualism and 
collectivism scales (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). The scale showed 
acceptable reliability in our previous study (Lin et al., 2014) involving the same cultural 
groups (alphas ranged from .74 to .83) and in the current study. For personal endorsement, 
Cronbach alphas for individualism were .71 (Australians) and .77 (Singaporeans), and 
collectivism were .82 (Australians) and .81 (Singaporeans). For perceived norms, Cronbach 
alphas for individualism were .52 (Australians) and .60 (Singaporeans), and collectivism 
were .85 (Australians) and .83 (Singaporeans).  
Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale-21 (DASS21). The DASS21 (Lovibond & 
Lovibond, 1995) was administered to assess psychological outcomes. It comprises three 
self-report scales, each with seven items, that  measures the negative emotional states of 
depression (e.g., “I felt downhearted and blue”), stress (e.g., “I found it difficult to relax”), 
and anxiety (e.g., “I felt I was close to panic”). Participants rated how each item applied to 
them over the past week using a four-point scale (0 – not at all; 3 – very much or most of 
the time). The scales can be scored separately or combined to yield an overall 
psychological functioning score. Higher scores indicate worse negative emotional state or 
poorer functioning. The internal reliabilities for the Depression, Anxiety and Stress 
subscales and total scale ranged from .82 to .93 in non-clinical Western samples (Henry & 
Crawford, 2005), and .74 to .88 in Asian samples (Norton, 2007; Rosenthal, Russell, & 
Thomson, 2008). In our previous study involving the same cultural groups, the scale 
demonstrated high reliabilities (.92 and .93). The internal reliabilities for the overall scale 
in this study were similarly acceptable and Cronbach alphas were .91 for both samples.  
Results 
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 Exploratory analyses were run and no outliers that may adversely impact on results 
were identified. To test for Hypotheses 1 and 2, independent samples t-tests were 
conducted to examine culture level mean differences in attachment and cultural 
orientations. Where Levene’s test for equal variances for the t-tests were significant, equal 
variances of independent samples were not assumed and reported results of t-tests were 
adjusted for degrees of freedom. To test for Hypotheses 3 and 4, Pearson product-moment 
correlations were conducted to examine the associations between individual differences in 
attachment orientations and personal endorsement or perceived norms of individualism and 
collectivism. 
Cultural Differences in Attachment Orientations 
Hypothesis 1 was not supported. There were no significant differences in culture 
level means of attachment anxiety (MAustralian = 3.57, SDAustralian = .74; MSingaporean = 3.54, 
SDSingaporean = .63; t[386.0] = .47, ns) and avoidance (MAustralian = 3.32, SDAustralian = .71; 
MSingaporean = 3.26, SDSingaporean = .57; t[369.9] = -.63, ns) between Singapore and Australia. 
Cultural Differences in Cultural Orientations 
Hypothesis 2 received partial support from personal endorsement results but was 
not supported by perceived norm results. As predicted, Australians’ personal endorsement 
of collectivism (MAustralian = 6.17, SDAustralian = .98) was significantly lower than 
Singaporeans’ (MSingaporean = 6.77, SDSingaporean = .80), t(374.6) = 7.38, p < .001 (see Table 
1). However, Australians and Singaporeans did not differ in their personal endorsement of 
individualism (MAustralian = 6.69, SDAustralian = 1.09; MSingaporean = 6.76, SDSingaporean = 1.13), 
contrary to expectations, t(526) = .70, ns. For perceived norm ratings, contrary to the 
hypothesis, Australians scored significantly lower levels of individualism (MAustralian = 5.77, 
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SDAustralian = .92) than Singaporeans (MSingaporean = 6.02, SDSingaporean = 1.07; t[526] = 2.73, p 
< .01), and significantly higher levels of collectivism (MAustralian = 6.05, SDAustralian = .89) 
than Singaporeans (MSingaporean = 5.65, SDSingaporean = .91; t[526] = 4.92, p < .001).  
Associations between Attachment Orientations and Cultural Orientations 
 To examine Hypotheses 3 and 4, bivariate relations between cultural orientations 
and attachment orientations were examined for the overall sample (correlations results were 
presented separately for Australians and Singaporeans in Table 2). In the overall sample, 
attachment anxiety was not significantly associated with personal endorsement of 
individualism (r = -.01) as well as personal endorsement of collectivism (r = -.06; both ns). 
Attachment anxiety was also not significantly associated with perceived norm of 
individualism (r = .05) and collectivism (r = .02, both ns). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was not 
supported. On the other hand, avoidance was significantly negatively correlated with both 
personal endorsement of collectivism (r = -.24, p < .001) and individualism (r = .39, p 
< .001) in the overall sample, supporting Hypothesis 4 that personal characteristics in 
individualism and collectivism are associated with avoidance in directions in line with 
theoretical predictions. With regards to perceived norms, avoidance was also significantly 
negatively correlated with collectivism (r = -.12, p < .01), as predicted, but not significantly 
correlated with individualism (r = -.04, ns), contrary to predictions. Thus, the hypothesis 
that cultural norms in individualism and collectivism are associated with avoidance 
(Hypothesis 4) only received partial support. 
 Next, exploratory analysis to compare the relative strength of associations 
avoidance had with personal endorsement versus perceived norm of collectivism was 
conducted. Post-hoc analysis determined that the association between attachment avoidance 
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and personal endorsement of collectivism was significantly stronger than its association 
with perceived norm of collectivism, Steiger’s Z = 2.18, p < .05 (Hoerger, 2013; Steiger, 
1980). Such results suggest that individual differences in attachment avoidance are more 
strongly associated with personal characteristics rather than perceived cultural norms in 
collectivism. 
 In summary, individual differences in both personal endorsement and perceived 
norm in individualism and collectivism were not significantly associated with attachment 
anxiety (Hypothesis 3 was unsupported). On the other hand, both personal endorsement and 
perceived norm of collectivism but only personal endorsement of individualism were 
significantly associated with attachment avoidance in hypothesized directions (Hypothesis 
4 received partial support).  
Discussion 
 On the whole, the current study replicated general results in our previous study (Lin 
et al., 2014) that similarly sampled Australian and Singaporean young adults and provided 
support for some for our hypotheses. Contrary to our prediction in Hypothesis 1, we did not 
find significant mean differences between Australians and Singaporeans’ reported levels of 
attachment anxiety and avoidance. That no significant mean differences were found in 
avoidance between cultures, replicated the results of our previous study involving the same 
cultural groups. On the other hand, this study did not find higher attachment anxiety levels 
among Singaporeans compared to Australians, contrary to what our previous study found, 
as well as typical findings in the literature that East Asians show higher culture level means 
in attachment anxiety than Westerners (e.g., Lin et al., 2014; Lu et al., 2009; Mak et al., 
2010). Interestingly, we observed that studies that had found significant cultural differences 
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in attachment anxiety overwhelmingly used the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale 
(ECRS; Brennan et al., 1998) or related scales to assess attachment within the context of 
romantic relationships (Friedman et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2009; Mak et al., 2010; Shi, 2010; 
Wei et al., 2004). There were only a few exceptions where the ECRS was adapted for non-
romantic contexts (e.g., general or maternal attachment) (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Ho et 
al., 2010). In contrast, the current study used the ASQ that was worded to directly assess 
general attachment orientations (“people/others”) without excessive dependence on 
romantic experience, making it more suited for use with adolescents/young adults with 
little or no romantic experience. Perhaps East Asians’ higher attachment anxiety/avoidance 
levels relative to Westerners are more specific to romantic relationships as typically 
examined with ECRS in available studies, and that the two cultural groups may be more 
similar in general attachment orientations than conventionally expected as more directly 
assessed by the ASQ in our study, at least when their culture level means are of concern. 
Further, there appears to be some differences in how ECRS and ASQ operationalize 
attachment anxiety/avoidance. Besides assessing adult attachment as the two general 
dimensions of anxiety and avoidance, the ASQ simultaneously distinguishes and assesses 
their five specific facets (e.g., ASQ anxious attachment items comprise items from the 
Preoccupation with Relationships and Need for Approval facets) (Karantzas et al., 2010). 
In a meta-analysis on attachment scales (Brennan et al., 1998), the ECRS attachment 
dimensions did not show equally high correlations with the five ASQ facets where items 
are drawn from to construct the ASQ attachment anxiety and avoidance scales. For 
instance, the ASQ avoidant attachment comprised of items from the Confidence, 
Discomfort with Closeness items, and Relationships as Secondary ASQ subscales which 
correlated differentially (r = .70, .86, and .61, respectively) with the ECRS avoidance 
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dimension. It is probable that the difference in results between our and previous studies are 
due to differences associated with scale use but these speculations can only be verified with 
further investigation. After discussing results on individualism and collectivism, we discuss 
another possibility for why our study may not have found culture level mean results in 
attachment orientations in line with previous findings. 
 Our hypothesis that Singaporeans will show higher collectivism and lower 
individualism than Australians (Hypothesis 2) were partially supported by personal 
endorsement results and not supported by perceived norm results. Replicating the findings 
in our previous study, Singaporeans scored significantly higher levels of personal 
endorsement of collectivism but similar individualism levels compared to Australians. 
Opposite to expectations, Singaporeans scored significantly lower perceived norm levels of 
collectivism and higher perceived norm levels of individualism than Australians. 
Conventional expectations based on previous cross-cultural studies on cultural orientations 
or values would consider Australia, a Western (Oceanic) country, as an individualistic 
culture, and Singapore, an Asian country with a large majority of Chinese in its population, 
as a collectivistic culture relative to other world cultures (Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 1992). 
However, it was not particularly surprisingly that we did not find cultural differences in 
individualism and collectivism levels according to conventional expectations. It has been 
argued that national aggregates of individualism or collectivism ratings assessed at any 
time point are subjected to historical and ongoing dynamic influences (e.g., structural 
changes in society, development), and may change with time (Hofstede, 1980). For 
instance, national levels of individualism and indices of development correlate positively 
(Schimmack et al., 2005). Singapore and Australia have undoubtedly undergone 
transformative changes since the 1980s/1990s when the cross-cultural studies positioning 
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world nations/cultures along cultural dimensions were conducted. Singapore’s rapid 
economic development and dramatic modernization to attain a Developed country status in 
the last four decades may have increased its individualism level (but not necessarily a 
decrease in collectivism). Additionally, both nations have seen an influx of foreign cultures 
due to high migration rate in recent years which would likely have brought about 
demographic and cultural shifts that impacted their populations’ personal endorsement and 
perceived norms in individualism and collectivism (Hayes, Qu, Weston, & Baxter, 2011; 
Yeoh & Lin, 2012). Whichever the reason as to why we did not find mean differences in 
attachment or cultural orientations as conventions would expect, our results highlight the 
importance of direct assessment of constructs (in our case, individualism and collectivism 
as well as attachment orientations) rather than basing conclusions on untested assumptions. 
 Besides the reasons discussed, it is also been argued that single cross-group 
comparisons of culture level means on subjective ratings (e.g., self-report ratings on 
attachment orientations and cultural orientations) may not always conform to conventional 
expectations due to biases from reference group effects. According to this view, individuals 
from different cultures are likely to use referent groups with different characteristics for 
comparing the self and anchoring their subjective ratings, biasing them (Heine et al., 2002; 
Peng et al., 1997; Shteynberg et al., 2009). Such reference group effects may potentially 
bias culture level aggregates of subjective ratings, contributing to unreliability in the results 
of culture level mean comparisons. These effects may underlie why this study did not 
consistently find culture level differences in attachment and cultural orientations in line 
with prevailing expectations. 
In contrast, directly assessing the associations between constructs of interest 
circumvents the reference group problem and is argued to be a more appropriate approach 
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for understanding cultural influences (Friedman, 2006; Heine et al., 2002). This approach 
was adopted in the current study. Our results revealed that, at the individual level, 
attachment anxiety was not significantly associated with individualism and collectivism 
(both personal endorsement and perceived norm) (not supporting Hypothesis 3). On the 
other hand, personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism were significantly 
associated with attachment avoidance in the hypothesized directions (supporting 
Hypothesis 4). Attachment avoidance was also significantly negatively associated with 
perceived norm of collectivism as predicted, though non-significant association was found 
with perceived norm of individualism (partially supporting Hypothesis 4).  
Overall, results of the current study on the associations between personal 
endorsement of individualism/collectivism and attachment anxiety/avoidance fully 
replicated the pattern of results in our previous study (Lin et al., 2014). Our results on 
significant associations between attachment avoidance and personal endorsement of 
individualism and collectivism replicated the directions of results from other studies that 
simultaneously assessed both dimensions of individualism and collectivism (Frías et al., 
2014; Lin et al., 2014). They supported our understanding that avoidance shared similar 
emphases on self-sufficiency and independence as individuals with high personal 
characteristics in individualism would, which are however at odds with the interdependence 
stressed by individuals characterized by high collectivism. Although, a study that only 
assessed individualism had found negative associations with avoidance in a Chinese 
American sample instead (Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). On the other hand, our results 
on attachment anxiety replicated consistent findings in literature showing non-significant 
association between attachment anxiety and personal endorsement of individualism. 
However, we did not find significant (positive) association between attachment anxiety and 
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collectivism like previous studies that sampled different Western and East Asian 
populations (e.g., White and Chinese Americans, Taiwanese) (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; 
Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010).   
On the whole, results gleaned from individual level studies available in the 
literature (including this study) seems to indicate that the patterns of relationships between 
personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism and attachment orientations are 
most consistent across studies that sampled the same cultural populations, as in the case of 
the current and our previous study (Lin et al., 2014) (both similarly sampled both 
Australian and Singaporeans populations). That the associations between 
individualism/collectivism and attachment orientations appear to vary across studies 
indicate that they are probably not as strongly linked as conventionally presumed (Wang & 
Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). It has been suggested that the 
constructs of individualism and collectivism have not always been tightly defined and that 
they have acquired additional meanings that do not necessarily have been empirically 
validated or constitute their original definitions (Oyserman et al., 2002). Such may be the 
case when individualism and collectivism are used liberally to account for differences in 
attachment. For instance, as suggested by our results, attachment anxiety may not be as 
directly or strongly associated with a greater sensitivity to social rejection thought to arise 
from one’s self view as interconnected with others. Alternatively, there may be third 
variables related to attachment anxiety and personal endorsement of collectivism that 
contributed to the significant associations found in previous studies. It may also be the case 
that there are other cultural influences operating that affect how individualism and 
collectivism relate to attachment orientations across populations from different 
nations/culture of origin. At the same time, available findings highlight that attachment 
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anxiety and avoidance are distinct constructs that are differentially related to specific 
aspects of culture as assessed with individualism and collectivism. As such, researchers 
may have to study the two different attachment dimensions separately to understand how 
they are affected by different aspects of culture or in different ways by same culture-related 
variables. 
Personal endorsement and perceived norms provide two complementary approaches 
to the study of culture although not one is considered more superior than the other (Wan & 
Chiu, 2009). The contribution of this study lies in that it was the first in our knowledge to 
assess the associations between perceived norms of individualism/collectivism and 
attachment orientations. Assessing both personal characteristics and cultural norms in 
individualism and collectivism at the same time offered us some insights as to how they 
may be separately associated with attachment differences. The only significant association 
pertaining to perceived norms that our study found was between collectivism and 
avoidance. Exploratory analysis showed that this association was weaker than that between 
avoidance and personal endorsement of collectivism, suggesting that avoidance was more 
strongly linked to personal characteristics than cultural norms of collectivism in our 
samples. While recent studies suggest that perceived norms may be better at accounting for 
cross-cultural differences in some instances, our results largely suggest that personal 
endorsement of individualism and collectivism may be more relevant to the understanding 
of individual differences in attachment. It has been suggested that personal characteristics 
(relative to norms) may have a stronger bearing on behaviors/cognitions where they have 
weak norms or are expressed privately (Bardi & Fischer, 2003; Chiu et al., 2010; Fischer, 
2006). Such may be the case for attachment-related behaviors, thoughts or feelings which 
are likely to be expressed in more private settings and may be more influenced by the 
144  
 
idiosyncrasies of relationship-specific dynamics than general cultural norms for 
interpersonal interaction. Having said that, we noted that the individualism perceived norm 
scale showed relatively low reliabilities (Cronbach alphas = .52 and .60), which may have 
affected our results. Thus, our results need replicating before perceived norms are 
dismissed as possible cultural influences on attachment.  
Limitations  
 Our study examined if individualism and collectivism were associated with 
individual differences in attachment orientations as inferred from the explanations for 
cultural differences in attachment orientations. Although our study conducted at the 
individual level of analysis did not find support for the explanations, its results cannot 
refute existing culture level explanations, which it was not designed to address. This is 
because constructs may not relate in the same way at the individual and culture level 
(Hofstede, 1980). The literature is still in need of a culture level study (e.g., Schmitt et al.’s 
[2004] cross-cultural study) to verify existing culture level explanations for differences in 
attachment orientations. 
 We attempted to be more specific in the aspects of culture we were assessing by 
distinguishing between personal endorsement and perceived norms of individualism and 
collectivism. However, there might be still some ambiguity in the exact content of culture 
(or cultural orientation) that was measured. A content analysis of individualism and 
collectivism scales (Oyserman et al., 2002) revealed that each assesses several distinct 
content domains. Although existing scales agree on the central definitions of individualism 
(i.e., independence) and collectivism (i.e., duty to ingroup), they tend to assess other 
domains to different extent. Some scales also measure areas that are not commonly agreed 
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to be the defining features of individualism and collectivism (e.g., “competition” measured 
by VI scale, which was omitted in our study). Existing attachment studies (including the 
current study) may not have produced conclusive results on the associations between 
attachment and individualism/collectivism because most scales are not specific in the 
content domain(s) of individualism or collectivism they are assessing. It may be more 
fruitful for future studies to use ‘purer’ scales that are clear about the specific domains of 
individualism and collectivism they measure, so that their separate associations with 
attachment differences could be clarified. Following the same logic, future studies should 
also strive to be specific about the type of close relationships/attachment (e.g., general or 
relationship-specific) that they are interested in measuring and comparing across cultures to 
prevent potential ambiguity in results.  
Our study is subjected to the usual potential biases associated with self-report 
measures.  The number of individualism and collectivism items used in the current study 
was rather unequal as we omitted VI items (a controversial individualism scale; 
Schimmack et al., 2005) and the individualism perceived norm scale showed relatively low 
reliabilities, which may have affected our results. We had assumed that the factor structures 
of the scales used in our study would apply on our samples. Future studies should seek to 
use more balanced individualism and collectivism scales and confirm the factor structures 
of scales used. Finally, our results that were based on Singaporean and Western 
undergraduate samples cannot be assumed to generalize to other Asian and Western 
cultures or non-undergraduate and older adult populations. More research is needed to see 
if our results can be replicated in broader community samples.  
Conclusion 
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Our study adds to the literature which has been lacking in studies that 
systematically examine whether and how individualism and collectivism are linked to 
differences in attachment orientations. The unique contribution of our study lies in its use 
of two complementary approaches to assess culture, which enabled us to demonstrate that 
internalized cultural characteristics (personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism) are more relevant in understanding individual differences in attachment (i.e., 
avoidance) than cultural norms are (i.e., perceived norms of individualism and 
collectivism). However, our study conducted at the individual level of analysis did not 
support existing explanations for cultural differences in attachment. Our study highlighted 
the importance of differentiating between individual and culture level predictions and 
evidence, as well subjecting speculative explanations to systematic study. As our study has 
demonstrated, ubiquitous and widely-held assumptions (e.g., how nations/cultures differ in 
individualism and collectivism) may make much intuitive sense, but they do not necessarily 
hold up under empirical scrutiny. When assumptions are refuted, as in this case where 
individualism and collectivism have not succeeded in showing strong associations with 
attachment differences, researchers need to resist the urge to fall back on widely-assumed 
explanations. Instead, researchers need to seek alternative directions of investigation to 
break the current stalemate in cultural research on attachment. 
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Table 1 
Personal Endorsement and Perceived Norm of Individualism and Collectivism (Means and 
Standard Deviations) of Australians and Singaporeans 
Cultural orientation 
Australians (n = 206) Singaporeans (n = 322) 
M SD M SD 
Personal endorsement     
          Individualism 6.69 1.09 6.76 1.13 
          Collectivism 6.17 .98 6.77 .80 
Perceived norm     
          Individualism 5.77 .92 6.02 1.07 
          Collectivism 6.05 .89 5.65 .91 
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Table 2 
Intercorrelations between Attachment Orientations, Cultural Orientations, and Negative Emotional State for the Australians (n = 206) and 
Singaporeans (n = 322) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Attachment anxiety  -  .47** -.01 -.04  .04  .05  .63** 
2. Attachment avoidance  .48**  -  .37** -.32** -.07 -.15  .56** 
3. Personal endorsement 
individualism 
-.00  .39**  -  .03  .16*  .12  .10 
4. Personal endorsement 
collectivism 
-.07 -.21**  .27**  -  .21**  .34** -.16* 
5. Perceived norm 
individualism 
 .06 -.02  .22**  .26**  -  .33** -.04 
6. Perceived norm 
collectivism 
-.01 -.12*  .06  .18*  .34**  -  .02 
7. Negative emotional state  .60**  .40**  .05 -.03 -.01 -.08  - 
* p < .05. ** p < .001.  
NB: Australians (top diagonal), Singaporeans (bottom diagonal). 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Considering the Role of Person-Culture Fit in the Relation between Attachment 
Orientations and Psychological Outcomes 
 
Authors: Lin, H.-h., Wilkinson, R. B., & Chew, P. G.-Y. 
Status: Manuscript in preparation 
 This paper was part of a larger, second, cross-cultural study (mentioned in the 
previous chapter) that was conducted to follow up on results from the paper presented in 
Chapter Three. In this paper, personal endorsement and perceived norm of individualism 
and collectivism were used to derive participants’ person-culture fit score to more directly 
assess its moderating role in the attachment-psychological outcomes link across Australian 
(n = 206) and Singaporean (n = 322) late adolescents/young adults.  
The Candidate’s Contribution 
 The candidate was primarily responsible for the conceptualization of the cross-
cultural study, literature review, shortlisting measures, setting up the online questionnaire, 
recruitment of participants from Australia and Singapore, analysis of results, and authoring 
the paper. In his capacity as a supervisor, Wilkinson provided guidance on methodology, 
analysis methods, online survey, as well as his expertise on attachment research in giving 
feedback on the candidate’s writing of this paper. He also reviewed the recruitment 
materials and online study before they were launched. Chew was included as a third author 
for her contribution in assisting the candidate to recruit part of the Singaporean participants. 
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Abstract 
Some studies have found differences in the strength of associations between attachment and 
psychosocial functioning across cultures. Person-culture fit has been suggested as a 
possible moderating factor in the attachment-psychological outcomes association but it has 
not been directly assessed in attachment studies. This study addresses this by measuring 
person-culture fit and examining its moderating effect in the relation between attachment 
orientations (anxiety and avoidance) and negative emotions across late adolescent/young 
adult samples from Eastern (Singaporean, n = 322) and Western (Australian, n = 206) 
backgrounds. It was hypothesized that attachment anxiety or avoidance would predict 
worse negative emotions more strongly when there was poorer person-culture fit. Our 
hypothesis received qualified support with results indicated there may be other factors 
affecting how attachment orientations interact with person-culture fit to influence 
psychosocial outcomes across cultures. The implications of our findings pertaining to 
cultural research in attachment are discussed. 
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Considering the Role of Person-Culture Fit in the Relation between Attachment 
Orientations and Psychological Outcomes 
Close relationships form an intimate aspect of humans’ interaction with the 
environment and are an indispensable source for persons to fulfil important needs (e.g., the 
need to belong, safety, security, romantic love). Disruptions in close relationships, such as 
dissolution of romantic or marital relationships, death of a partner, or even feelings of 
loneliness, have been associated with poorer outcomes ranging from increased use of 
mental health services, declines in physical health, and less emotional stability 
(Perissinotto, Stijacic Cenzer, & Covinsky, 2012; Prigerson, Maciejewski, & Rosenheck, 
1999; Sbarra & Emery, 2005). However, less is known about whether or how culture may 
influence this process. Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982), a prominent framework 
for studying close relationships with theoretical roots in evolution and ethology, is well 
suited for examining how close relationships may interact with culture to influence 
psychological outcomes. Emerging cross-cultural comparison studies in adult attachment 
have documented consistent associations between less adaptive relationship patterns, such 
as insecure attachment, and poorer psychosocial functioning in Western and Eastern 
populations (e.g., Ditommaso, Brannen, & Burgess, 2005; Ho et al., 2010; Wei, Russell, 
Mallinckrodt, & Zakalik, 2004). These studies revealed preliminary evidence regarding 
East-West differences in the strength of associations between attachment and psychosocial 
functioning (for a brief review, see Wang & Song, 2010) that are often attributed to cultural 
influences such as differences in individualism and collectivism or ‘person-culture fit’ 
(Friedman, 2006; Mak, Bond, Simpson, & Rholes, 2010; Wei et al., 2004) although these 
explanations are seldom empirically tested. This study hopes to partly address this gap in 
the literature by examining the role of person-culture fit in moderating the relation between 
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attachment and psychological outcomes in late adolescents/young adults from Western 
(Australian) and Eastern (Singaporean) backgrounds. 
Attachment theory argues that the quality of our earliest interactions with our 
caregivers shapes our cognitions about ourselves, others, and relationships, as well as our 
emotional regulation strategies and interpersonal style (Bowlby, 1969/1982; Hazan & 
Shaver, 1987; 1994).  At the heart of the theory is an assumption that a behavioral system 
regulates a special class of close relationships (i.e., attachment relationships) that we 
maintain to fulfil our needs for survival and security (Bowlby, 1969/1982). Being a 
behavioral system implies that the attachment system operates on universal principles and 
attachments are formed regardless of a specific cultural context but attachment behaviors 
are sensitive and adaptive to varying social conditions in different ecological niches or 
cultural contexts (Crittenden & Claussen, 2000; Grossmann, Grossmann, & Keppler, 2005; 
van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). Thus, environmental or culture-related factors 
should exert at least some effect in the functioning of the attachment system.  
An important aspect of attachment theory is the notion that over thousands of 
interactions with caregivers individuals develop expectations about how others will react to 
their bids for attachment needs to be met. Although Bowlby (1969/1982) conceptualized 
these as attachment ‘working models’ they are more widely described as individual 
differences in attachment ‘styles’ (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). In 
adolescence and adulthood, these individual differences in expectations about attachment 
relationships are argued to be defined by two orthogonal dimensions (or orientations): 
attachment anxiety (specific to close relationships or attachment about separation, 
abandonment, or insufficient love) and attachment avoidance (of intimacy, dependency, 
and emotional expressiveness) (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). Attachment anxiety and 
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avoidance could exist in varying degrees across individuals and low scores on these two 
dimensions are often interpreted as attachment security, and high scores as attachment 
insecurity (Bartholomew, 1990; Brennan et al., 1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). High 
attachment anxiety and avoidance are characterized by more problematic interpersonal and 
emotional regulatory styles which are believed to negatively impact psychosocial 
functioning (e.g., negative emotions, relationship difficulties) (Hazan & Shaver, 1994).  
In studies which are predominantly conducted on White, Western adult populations, 
attachment anxiety has been associated with more symptoms of depression, anxiety, and 
social difficulties, whereas attachment avoidance is more commonly associated with social 
difficulties (Bartholomew, 1997; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Horowitz, Rosenberg, & 
Bartholomew, 1993). There is weaker evidence to support that avoidance should be 
associated with psychological outcomes like depression or anxiety (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Researchers have attempted to replicate these results in other cultures, with East 
Asian populations frequently chosen as a comparison against Western/White samples. 
These studies typically find attachment anxiety and avoidance similarly predict poorer 
outcomes in both Western and East Asian, including Asian American, samples. Attachment 
anxiety has been associated with more depressive symptoms or negative mood and poorer 
relationship functioning (e.g., less perceived social support, relationship satisfaction, more 
conflict, social difficulties) (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Mak et al., 2010; 
Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010; Wei et al., 2004). Avoidance has more often been 
associated with relationship variables such as lower relationship satisfaction, less 
commitment, and more conflict in romantic relationships (Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 
2010; Ho et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2012), but it has also been associated with less emotional 
expressivity, depressive symptoms, psychological distress or adjustment problems (e.g., 
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Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 2010; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 
2010). 
While some studies have demonstrated that the associations between attachment 
and psychosocial variables (e.g., loneliness, relationship satisfaction) are invariant across 
Western and East Asian samples (e.g., Ditommaso et al., 2005; Ho et al., 2012; You & 
Malley-Morrison, 2000), a number of studies have found stronger associations between 
attachment orientations and psychosocial outcomes in East Asian than Western samples 
(e.g., Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Mak et al., 2010; Wei et al., 2004). For 
instance, Wei et al. (2004) found that Asian Americans showed a stronger positive 
association between attachment anxiety and negative mood than Caucasian Americans 
(avoidance and negative mood showed similar strength between them). Friedman (2006) 
and Friedman et al. (2010) found that while attachment anxiety and avoidance predicted 
depressive symptoms equally strongly across cultures (Mexico, Hong Kong, and US), the 
association between attachment anxiety and relationship satisfaction, as well as between 
avoidance and all relationship variables examined (e.g., lower social support, investment in 
romantic relationship) were stronger in Hong Kong (believed to be more 
collectivistic/interdependent or less individualistic/independent) than the US. Mak et al. 
(2010) found that attachment anxiety and avoidance were associated with more depressive 
symptoms, less perceived social support and relationship satisfaction in Hong Kong and US 
samples. However, social support and relationship satisfaction mediated the effect of 
avoidance on depressive symptoms more strongly in Hong Kong than US. In sum, there is 
preliminary evidence showing an East-West difference in the strength of the attachment-
psychological outcomes association, suggesting that some aspects of culture may moderate 
the influence of attachment representations on psychosocial outcomes.  
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Person-culture fit has been suggested as one of the possible reasons accounting for 
the moderating effect of ‘culture’ in the attachment-psychological outcomes association. 
One of the interpretations for this East-West difference in the strength of attachment-
psychological outcomes association has attributed it to relatively poorer fit between one’s 
own interpersonal characteristics (associated with attachment insecurity) and the relational 
norms of East Asians’ collectivistic/interdependent culture than with Westerners’ 
individualistic/independent culture (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Mak et al., 
2010; Wei et al., 2004). Briefly defined, person-culture fit refers to the fit between one’s 
personal and environmental/cultural characteristics (Friedman, 2006). Conventionally, 
White, Western, middle class populations are believed to hold an 
individualistic/independent orientation that is characterized by a view of the self as 
discrete, independent from others, and possessing unique qualities, stressing on self-
reliance and personal identity (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman, Coon, & 
Kemmelmeier, 2002; Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995). On the other hand, 
East Asian (e.g., Chinese) populations are believed to hold a collectivistic/interdependent 
orientation that views the self as embedded in a relationships network, interconnected with 
others, and placing great value on social harmony and fulfilling one’s duty to the ingroup 
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et al., 2002; Singelis et al., 1995). It has been 
argued that attachment avoidance that describes an interpersonal style stressing heavily on 
maintaining self-reliance and interpersonal or emotional distance are relatively 
incompatible with the collectivistic relational norms that focuses on interconnectedness and 
interdependence between the self and ingroup members (Mak et al., 2010). Thus, avoidant 
people in collectivistic (vs. individualistic) cultures may face more dissatisfaction and 
criticisms from their close others, and more pressure to engage in ‘intimate’ behaviours that 
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they are uncomfortable with, which may in turn more adversely impact their psychological 
and relationship functioning (Mak et al., 2010; Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010). In 
the same vein, Wei et al. (2004) suggested that attachment anxiety may more strongly 
predict negative mood in Asian Americans (than Caucasian Americans) because they were 
facing additional adjustment difficulties arising from clashes between their home 
(collectivistic) and mainstream American (individualistic) culture (i.e., misfit between self 
and culture). In sum, these accounts propose that individuals who have a poorer person-
culture fit will likely face additional stresses and conflict with their environment, 
compounding the negative psychosocial outcomes they already experience that are 
associated with attachment insecurity. Research from person-organizational fit and 
acculturation studies strengthens the notion that person-culture fit may influence how 
strongly attachment associates with functioning. A brief review of these studies (Friedman, 
2006) shows that greater discrepancies between personal and environmental characteristics 
(e.g., self-ratings on personality traits or individualism and collectivism vs. organizational 
or cultural norms) are associated with poorer perceptions of the environment and higher 
symptoms of depression, anxiety and stress (Chirkov, Lynch, & Niwa, 2005; Kristof-
Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Ward & Chang, 1997; Ward & Searle, 1991). 
Despite having a case made for the possible moderating role of person-culture fit in 
the attachment-psychological outcomes link, there is no direct evidence to support this 
claim due to some limitations in existing studies. Firstly, when ‘culture’ emerged as a 
significant moderator of the attachment-psychological outcomes relation in previous 
studies, it was not possible to isolate specific cultural influences (e.g., individual 
differences in individualism and collectivism or the extent of misfit between person and 
cultural characteristics) as responsible for the moderating effect because those constructs 
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were not specifically assessed. Secondly, these ‘culture’ effects are often attributed to 
assumed East-West differences in individualism and collectivism levels (i.e., Western and 
East Asian samples are categorically individualistic or collectivistic) without actual 
assessment (Lin & Wilkinson, 2014). On the basis of such assumptions, further blanket 
assumptions are made about the degree of person-culture fit of each sample. Explaining 
results in terms of assumed cultural/national differences in individualism and collectivism 
is problematic as shown in a recent meta-analysis (Oyserman et al., 2002) that nations do 
not reliably differ in individualism and collectivism levels as conventionally expected. 
Moreover, these assumptions ignore that within-culture individual differences in 
characteristics such as personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism or person-
culture fit are likely to exist and may be even larger than between-culture differences 
(Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz, 2002; Ward & Chang, 1997; Ward & Searle, 1991). 
The only way to determine if person-culture fit influences the attachment-psychological 
outcomes link is to systematically examine it. 
In the adult attachment literature, there are no studies we could locate that measured 
person-culture fit and only a few that have considered the moderating role of individual 
differences in individualism and collectivism in the relation between attachment and 
outcomes, Friedman (2006) and Friedman et al. (2010) examined the ‘cultural fit’ 
hypothesis in their cross-cultural investigation on the association between attachment and 
psychosocial variables, but they did not test the moderating effects of individualism and 
collectivism or person-culture fit. In a study involving Australian and Singaporean young 
adults, personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism were found to moderate the 
associations between attachment anxiety and negative emotional state (depression, anxiety, 
and stress) in opposite directions, as hypothesized (Lin, Wilkinson, & Chew, 2014b). 
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Specifically, attachment anxiety more strongly predicted negative emotional state at high 
collectivism (than low collectivism) in both cultural groups and at low individualism (than 
high individualism) in Singaporeans. Similarly, sampling only Chinese Americans, Wang 
and Ratanasiripong (2010) found that self-ratings of individualism moderated the relation 
between attachment anxiety and social difficulties after controlling for avoidance. 
Specifically, attachment anxiety predicted more social difficulties at low and median 
individualism levels, but less social difficulties at high individualism levels. The authors 
speculated that Chinese Americans with higher individualism might have adjusted better 
and enjoyed better person-culture fit with mainstream American culture, which may have 
helped to mitigate the harmful aspects of their attachment anxiety. Two other studies also 
found evidence of the moderating effects of individual differences in individualism and 
collectivism on the predictive effects of attachment orientations on contingencies of self-
worth (Cheng & Kwan, 2008) and coping strategies and social support (Frías, Shaver, & 
Díaz-Loving, 2014). The most notable merit of these studies is they included some measure 
of individualism and collectivism, which was typically assessed as participants’ self-rating 
or personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism (e.g., Frías et al., 2014; Lin et 
al., 2014b). Those measures, however, did not assess person-culture fit.  
The Present Study 
The present study examines if person-culture fit could account for East-West 
differences in the strength of the attachment-psychological outcomes link as often claimed. 
At the individual level, this study examined the moderating role of person-culture fit in the 
association between attachment orientations and psychological outcomes (operationalized 
as the negative emotional states of depression, anxiety, and stress). First, it is hypothesized 
that attachment anxiety will predict poorer psychological outcomes in both Australians and 
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Singaporeans (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 2010). Attachment avoidance, on the other 
hand, will be a weaker predictor of psychological outcomes (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
Similar to approaches taken in previous research (Chirkov, Lynch, et al., 2005; Kristof-
Brown et al., 2005)7, here person-culture fit is operationalized as the discrepancy (i.e., 
absolute difference score) between one’s personal endorsement (self-ratings) of 
individualism and collectivism, and perception of the individualism and collectivism norms 
in their culture (i.e., Australia or Singapore), A smaller discrepancy indicates that one’s 
personal cultural orientation fits better with the cultural norm, which presumably would 
enable one to interact and function with more ease in one’s cultural environment. Whereas, 
a greater discrepancy indicates that one shows more misfit with the cultural norm, which 
presumably would create difficulties in one’s interaction and functioning in the cultural 
environment, with possible negative psychological implications. Thus, it is hypothesized 
that person-culture fit will moderate the relationship between attachment expectancies and 
psychological symptoms. Specifically, attachment anxiety and avoidance will predict worse 
negative emotional states more strongly for individuals showing greater misfit than those 
showing better fit with the cultural norm. This relationship should hold regardless of 
participants’ cultural background. 
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
                                                          
7 Other ways to assess person-culture/environment fit include: 1) difference scores between participants’ self-
ratings and ratings of environment obtained from other sources (e.g., objective measures or other people), and 
2) participants’ ratings of their perceived fit with the environment/culture (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). A 
meta-analysis showed that the way person-culture was measured did not affect results indicating poorer 
person-culture fit was associated with poorer wellbeing and perception of environment (Kristof-Brown et al., 
2005). 
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Student volunteers were recruited from two cultural groups—the Australian 
National University (ANU) in Australia and the Nanyang Technological University (NTU) 
in Singapore. Participants took part in the study in exchange for monetary reimbursement 
or course credits. Recruitment and data collection methods employed in this study followed 
the typical practices at the respective universities. 
All participants completed an online survey in English as part of a larger study 
examining interpersonal relationships and psychological functioning. In Singapore, English 
is the official language and main medium of instruction in educational institutions. 
Singaporean undergraduates are expected to be proficient English users having received at 
least 12 years of English education. At ANU, participants were recruited via posters and 
emails circulated within the university advertising for volunteer participants for a 
“Wellbeing study”. Interested parties were asked to email the author, providing their 
demographic details (e.g., age, nationality). The survey link and instructions were emailed 
to participants who fit the eligibility criteria (i.e., Australians, 18-29 years) which they 
could complete at their own convenience. 
At NTU, the study was advertised on posters and put up on an online recruitment 
system (SONAS) which could be pre-set to screen out non-Singaporeans from being able to 
sign up for the study. Participants either went through SONAS or emailed the author with 
their demographic information for signing up. Eligible participants (i.e., Singaporeans, 18-
29 years) were scheduled for study sessions where they completed the online survey in 
individual computer laboratories.  
Participants who had spent less than 10 years staying in Australia/Singapore were 
filtered out to ensure they had sufficient exposure to the respective cultures. After applying 
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this criteria, the final sample of Australians was 206, 73 males (35.4%), 133 females 
(64.6%). Their mean age was 19.12 years (SD = 1.80 years). Of this sample, 156 (75.7%) 
indicated they were of European/Caucasian (e.g., European Australian/Caucasian 
Australian/Anglo-Celtic) background, 18 (8.7%) Chinese, 13 (6.3%) Other Asian excluding 
Chinese (e.g., Indian, Vietnamese, Filipino), 13 (6.3%) Mixed Ethnicity (e.g., 
Caucasian/Asian, Japanese/Dutch), 4 (1.9 %) “Middle Eastern (e.g., Pakistani), 1 (.4%) 
African, and 1 (.4%) Aboriginal/Samoan. At the time of study, 124 (60.2%) were singles, 
81 (39.3%) were in a romantic relationship, and 1 (.5%) did not indicate relationship status. 
The sample comprised of 159 (77.2%) freshmen, 33 (16.0%) sophomores, 8 (3.9%) juniors, 
4 (1.9%) seniors, and 2 (1.0%) participants in five years or more of study. 
The final sample of Singaporeans was 322, 94 males (29.2%), 228 females (70.8%). 
Their mean age was 21.38 years (SD = 1.80 years). Participants’ ethnicities were: 284 
(88.2%) Chinese, 35 (10.9%) Other Asian (e.g., Malay, Indian), and 3 (.9%) Mixed 
Ethnicity (e.g., Eurasian). Of this sample, 187 (58.1%) were singles and 135 (41.9%) were 
in a romantic relationship. The sample comprised of 128 (39.8%) freshmen, 72 (22.4%) 
sophomores, 72 (22.4%) juniors, 48 (14.9%) seniors, and 2 (.5%) participants in five years 
or more of study.The Australian sample was significantly younger in age than the 
Singaporean sample, t(1, 526) = 14.06, p < .001. The Australian and Singaporean samples 
did not differ significantly in their gender ratio and the proportion of participants with or 
without a romantic partner at the time of study, χ²(1) = 2.26 and .30, respectively, both ns. 
Measures 
Attachment Style Questionnaire (ASQ). The ASQ (Feeney, Noller, & Hanrahan, 
1994) comprises 40 items designed to assess general attachment among people with little or 
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no romantic experience. This scale was chosen for use in our study because our earlier 
research (Lin, Wilkinson, & Chew, 2014a) indicated that about two-thirds of late 
adolescent/young adult sample were not in a romantic relationship. The ASQ generates 
scores for five facets (Confidence, Relationships as Secondary, Discomfort with Closeness, 
Preoccupation with Relationships, and Need for Approval) or two adult attachment 
dimensions—Avoidance and Anxious attachment (e.g., Brennan et al., 1998; Fossati et al., 
2003). For the purpose of this study, only relevant items from the two attachment 
dimensions were used to compute scores for avoidance (16 items; e.g., “I find it hard to 
trust other people,” and “I prefer to keep to myself”) and anxious attachment (13 items; 
e.g., “I find that others are reluctant to get as close as I would like” and “I wonder how I 
would cope without someone to love me”). Participants indicate their extent of agreement to 
each item using a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally 
agree). Higher scores indicate greater attachment anxiety or avoidance. The validity and 
reliability of the scale have been demonstrated in previous studies with reported Cronbach 
alphas ranging from .76 to .84 for the five subscales and support for the two higher-order 
factor structure in clinical and non-clinical samples (e.g., Feeney et al., 1994; Fossati et al., 
2003). This scale demonstrated acceptable internal reliabilities in this study, with Cronbach 
alphas of .86 and .89 for Australians, and .84 and .85 for Singaporeans, for the Attachment 
Anxiety and Avoidance scales, respectively.   
Individualism-Collectivism scale (IC scale). To derive the person-culture fit index, 
participants responded to a personal endorsement version and a perceived norm version of 
the IC scale (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998), with the order of administration counter-balanced 
across participants. The IC scale comprises four subscales that assess horizontal and 
vertical forms of individualism and collectivism—vertical individualism (VI; 8 items), 
172  
 
horizontal individualism (HI; 5 items), vertical collectivism (VC; 6 items), and horizontal 
collectivism (HC; 8 items). In this study, mean score of the HI items were used to derive 
the individualism score while mean scores of HC and VC items were used to derive the 
collectivism scores8. In the personal endorsement version, participants were asked to rate 
their extent of personal endorsement of each item; in the perceived norm version, 
participants were asked to rate how much they think “Australians (or Singaporeans) in 
general” would agree with each item. Sample items are: “I’d rather depend on myself than 
others” (individualism), “My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to 
me” (individualism), “It is my duty to take care of my family, even when I have to sacrifice 
what I want” (collectivism), and “The wellbeing of my coworkers is important to me” 
(collectivism). Participants rate how much they agree with each item using a 9-point scale 
(1 – Strongly disagree; 5 – Unsure/Does not apply; 9 – Strongly agree). Absolute 
difference scores were created between participants’ personal endorsement and perceived 
norm ratings of individualism (or collectivism) as a measure of each participant’s degree of 
person-culture fit. Higher absolute difference scores in individualism (or collectivism) 
indicate poorer person-culture fit (Chirkov, Lynch, et al., 2005; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). 
The IC scale (personal endorsement version) has demonstrated divergent and convergent 
validity and acceptable subscale reliabilities ranging from .67 to .74 in previous studies 
(Singelis et al., 1995).  It has also been translated to Chinese and used successfully with 
East Asian samples with Cronbach alphas ranging from .61 to .78 for the overall 
individualism and collectivism scales (e.g., Friedman, 2006; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). 
                                                          
8 Combining HC and VC scales to derive a collectivism score but using only HI items to derive individualism 
score is in line with recommendations and empirical evidence (Singelis et al., 1995; Oyserman et al., 2002). 
VI more appropriately considered as a measure of power distance or competition than a subtype of 
individualism and typically shows negative correlations with HI (Oyserman et al., 2002; Schimmack, Oishi, 
& Diener, 2005). 
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The scale showed acceptable reliability in our previous study (Lin et al., 2014b) involving 
the same cultural groups (alphas ranged from .74 to .83) and in the current study. For 
personal endorsement, Cronbach alphas for individualism were .71 (Australians) and .77 
(Singaporeans), and collectivism were .82 (Australians) and .81 (Singaporeans). For 
perceived norms, Cronbach alphas for individualism were .52 (Australians) and .60 
(Singaporeans), and collectivism were .85 (Australians) and .83 (Singaporeans). 
Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale-21 (DASS21). The DASS21 (Lovibond & 
Lovibond, 1995) was administered to assess psychological outcomes. It comprises three 
self-report scales (seven items each) that measures the negative emotions of depression 
(e.g., “I felt downhearted and blue”), stress (e.g., “I found it difficult to relax”), and anxiety 
(e.g., “I felt I was close to panic”). Participants rated how each item applied to them in 
general using a four-point scale (0 – not at all; 3 – very much or most of the time). The 
scales can be scored separately or combined to yield an overall psychological functioning 
score. Higher scores indicate worse negative emotional state or poorer functioning. The 
internal reliabilities for the Depression, Anxiety and Stress subscales and total scale ranged 
from .82 to .93 in non-clinical Western samples (Henry & Crawford, 2005), and .74 to .88 
in Asian samples (Norton, 2007; Rosenthal, Russell, & Thomson, 2008). In our previous 
study involving the same cultural groups, the scale demonstrated high reliabilities (.92 
and .93). The internal reliabilities for the overall scale in this study were similarly 
acceptable and Cronbach alphas were .91 for both samples.  
Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
174  
 
Exploratory analyses were run and no outliers that may adversely impact on results 
were identified. Independent samples t-tests were conducted to examine culture level mean 
differences variables of interest. Where Levene’s test for equality of variances of was 
significant, equality of variances were not assumed and reported results were adjusted in 
degrees of freedom. There were no significant differences in reported levels of attachment 
anxiety (MAustralian = 3.57, SDAustralian = .74; MSingaporean = 3.54, SDSingaporean = .63; t[1, 386.0] 
= .47, ns) and avoidance (MAustralian = 3.32, SDAustralian = .71; MSingaporean = 3.26, SDSingaporean 
= .57; t[1, 369.9] = -.63, ns) between cultures. There were also no significant differences 
between cultures in their person-culture fit in individualism (MAustralian = 1.25, SDAustralian 
= .99; MSingaporean = 1.19, SDSingaporean = 1.01; t[526] = .70, ns). However, Singaporeans 
showed significantly poorer person-culture fit in collectivism than Australians (MAustralian 
= .83, SDAustralian = .69; MSingaporean = 1.21, SDSingaporean = 1.01; t[523.3] = 5.07, p <.001). 
Bivariate relations between variables of interest were examined (they are presented 
for Australians and Singaporeans separately in Table 1). There were low positive 
correlations between personal endorsement and perceived norm levels of individualism (r 
= .20) and collectivism (r = .16, both p < .001), indicating substantial individual differences 
in the degree of person-culture fit and justifying the need for assessing it. Both attachment 
anxiety and avoidance showed significantly positive correlations with negative emotions (r 
= .61 and .47, respectively, both p < .001), with avoidance showing a weaker correlation, 
Steiger’s Z = 4.02, p < .001 (Hoerger, 2013; Steiger, 1980), providing initial support to our 
hypothesis. Negative emotions were weakly correlated with person-culture fit in 
collectivism (r = .10, p < .05) but not with person-culture fit in individualism (r = .07, ns). 
Attachment and Negative Emotional State 
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 All independent variables were mean-centered or dummy-coded as appropriate with 
their product terms created as interaction terms in reported regression analyses (Aiken & 
West, 1991). To test for the predictive power of attachment on negative emotions, the latter 
was regressed on attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. Both attachment anxiety 
and avoidance predicted worse negative emotions significantly, R² = .42, F(2, 524) = 
189.48, p < .001, with attachment anxiety emerging as a stronger predictor (standardized β 
= .50) than avoidance (β = .23; both p < .001), supporting the hypothesis.  
Moderating Effect of Person-Culture Fit in the Relation between Attachment Orientations 
and Negative Emotional State 
To test for the hypothesized moderation of person-culture fit in the relation between 
attachment (anxiety or avoidance) and negative emotions, four parallel hierarchical 
regressions were conducted (see Tables 2 and 3). In each hierarchical regression, negative 
emotions was regressed on attachment (anxiety or avoidance), person-culture fit (in 
individualism or collectivism), culture, and their interaction terms. Additionally, 
attachment anxiety or avoidance was controlled for in analyses involving the other 
attachment dimension as an independent variable. For instance, to test for the moderation 
of person-culture fit in collectivism in the relationship between attachment anxiety and 
negative emotions, avoidance was entered as a covariate in step 1. In step 2, attachment 
anxiety, culture (0 = Australian, 1 = Singaporean), and person-culture fit in collectivism 
were entered. In step 3, Attachment anxiety × Fit (individualism or collectivism), the 
interaction term of interest to hypothesis-testing, was entered. Other two-way and three-
way interaction terms were entered in steps 3 and 4, respectively, to rule out possible 
higher-order interaction effects (Aiken & West, 1991). 
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Our hypothesis that attachment anxiety or avoidance would more strongly predict 
negative emotions when there was poorer compared to better person-culture fit received 
qualified support. For the regressions examining attachment anxiety as a predictor of 
negative emotions (see Table 2), the moderating effect of person-culture fit in 
individualism—Attachment anxiety × Fit (Individualism)—did not explain a significant 
increase in the variance of negative emotions in step 3, ∆R² = .006, F(3, 520) = 1.90, ns. 
However, in step 4, the Attachment anxiety × Fit (Individualism) × Culture interaction 
contributed to significant additional explanation in variance, ∆R² = .009, F(1, 519) = 8.65, 
p < .005 (see Figure 1). For Australians, in support of our hypothesis, there was a trend that 
attachment anxiety predicted worse negative emotions more strongly at 1 SD above than at 
1 SD below the mean of person-culture fit (Individualism) (unstandardized slope = 8.71 and 
5.68, respectively; slope difference: ns). For Singaporeans, however, attachment anxiety 
showed the trend in predicting negative emotions more weakly at 1 SD above than at 1 SD 
below the mean of person-culture fit (unstandardized slope = 7.46 and 9.59, respectively; 
slope difference: ns). Thus, our prediction that attachment would more strongly predict 
negative emotions when there was poorer person-culture fit was only observed among 
Australians, but not Singaporeans. 
 For the regression examining the moderating effect of person-culture fit in 
collectivism with attachment anxiety, the Attachment anxiety × Fit (Collectivism) 
interaction was marginally significant in step 3 (unstandardized ɓ = .98, p = .056; there 
were no other significant interaction effects), although it did not contribute to significant 
additional explanation of the variance of negative emotions, ∆R² = .005, F(3, 520) = 1.47, 
ns (see Figure 2). We followed up with the Attachment anxiety × Fit (Collectivism) 
interaction. In line with our expectations, attachment anxiety predicted worse emotions 
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more strongly at 1 SD above than 1 SD below the mean of person-culture fit across cultures 
(unstandardized slope = 8.50 and 6.72, respectively). Thus, results showed trends in line 
with our hypothesis although they did not reach statistical significance. 
 For the regression examining the moderating effect of person-culture fit 
(Individualism) with avoidance as the predictor of negative emotions, the Culture × Fit 
(Individualism) interaction term contributed to significant increase in the explanation of 
variance of negative emotions in step 3, ∆R² = .009, F(3, 520) = 2.64, p < .05 (see Table 3 
for regression statistics). However, the Avoidance × Fit (Individualism) interaction effect 
added in step 3 was insignificant (unstandardized ɓ = -.67, ns). Thus, our hypothesis was 
not supported. 
For the regression examining the moderating effect of person-culture fit 
(Collectivism) with avoidance as the predictor of negative emotions, the Avoidance × Fit 
(Collectivism) interaction was significant and it explained a marginally significant increase 
in the variance of negative emotions,  ∆R² = .008, F(3, 520) = 2.41, p = .066. This was 
followed up with a slope analysis of the Avoidance × Fit (Collectivism) interaction (see 
Figure 3). Marginally supporting our hypothesis, attachment avoidance predicted worse 
emotions more strongly at 1 SD above than 1 SD below the mean of person-culture fit 
across cultures (unstandardized slope = 6.53 and 2.76, respectively). 
Discussion 
 Replicating the results in previous studies (Friedman, 2006; Lin et al., 2014b; Mak 
et al., 2010; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010), attachment anxiety and avoidance emerged as 
significant predictors of negative emotional state in our samples of Australians and 
Singaporeans, adding to the growing literature demonstrating that the attachment-
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psychological outcomes link is robust across Western and Eastern/Asian cultures. In line 
with our hypothesis and previous research indicating that attachment anxiety is more 
reliably associated with mental health outcomes (e.g., depressive symptoms) than 
avoidance (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), attachment anxiety also emerged as a stronger 
predictor than avoidance of negative emotions in this study. These results also replicated 
those in our previous study that also sampled Australians and Singaporeans (Lin et al., 
2014b). 
Our hypothesis that person-culture fit would moderate the relation between 
attachment orientations and psychological outcomes (operationalized as negative emotional 
states of depression, anxiety, and stress) received some qualified support. When the 
moderating effect of person-culture fit in collectivism was examined with attachment 
anxiety or avoidance predicting negative emotional state, results showed trends in line with 
our hypothesis (marginal support). In line with our expectations, both attachment anxiety 
and avoidance predicted worse negative emotions more strongly when there was poorer 
than better person-culture fit in collectivism for both Australians and Singaporeans, 
although these results only showed marginal significance. When person-culture fit in 
individualism was examined as a moderator in the relation between attachment anxiety and 
negative emotions, the hypothesis received qualified support with person-culture fit in 
individualism moderating the attachment anxiety-negative emotions relationship in 
opposite ways between Australians and Singaporeans. For Australians, in accordance with 
the direction of our prediction, attachment anxiety predicted worse negative emotions more 
strongly when there was poorer than when there was better person-culture fit in 
individualism. For Singaporeans, on the other hand, attachment anxiety unexpectedly 
predicted worse negative emotions less strongly when there was poorer than when there 
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was better person-culture fit in individualism. This result indicated that person-culture fit 
may not moderate the relation between attachment and psychological outcomes in the same 
way across these two cultures. Only person-culture fit in individualism did not emerge as a 
significant moderator in the relation between attachment avoidance and negative emotional 
state. 
 Our general results provide qualified support to the argument that negative 
psychosocial outcomes associated with attachment insecurity may be compounded when 
there is greater misfit between one’s personal characteristics and the cultural norm. In the 
literature, person-culture fit has been proposed as a possible moderating factor in the 
attachment-psychological outcomes link in accounting for why attachment insecurity 
shows stronger prediction of negative psychosocial outcomes in Eastern (e.g., Asians, 
Asian Americans) than Western (e.g., North Americans) samples (e.g., Friedman, 2006; 
Friedman et al., 2010; Wei et al., 2004). Although this reasoning makes intuitive sense, it 
could not be verified in previous studies. This is because previous attachment studies 
frequently made assumptions about nations/cultures’ individualism and collectivism levels 
(i.e., they were either individualistic or collectivistic) and used that to infer the degree of fit 
between their samples’ attachment orientation and the relational norms of their culture, 
without verifying those assumptions. Thus, previous studies overlook that: 1) 
cultures/individuals may simultaneously possess individualistic and collectivistic 
characteristics and that high individualism does not imply low collectivism, vice versa 
(Oyserman et al., 2002; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998); 2) there are substantial within-culture 
differences in individualism and collectivism (which may be even larger than between 
cultures; Heine et al., 2002); and 3) individuals internalize culture differentially and their 
personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism could differ from cultural norms to 
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different extent (Chirkov, Ryan, & Willness, 2005; Shteynberg, Gelfand, & Kim, 2009), 
which means within-culture individual differences in the degree of person-culture fit are 
expected. Most glaringly, person-culture fit was never systematically assessed in previous 
attachment studies. The contribution of our study lies in it is the first in our knowledge to 
systematically evaluate whether and how person-culture fit interacts with attachment to 
influence psychological outcomes. We also assessed both person-culture fit in 
individualism as well as collectivism rather than assuming they are polar opposites, in line 
with the literature supporting individualism and collectivism as two separate dimensions 
(e.g., Schimmack et al., 2005; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Our results provide preliminary 
evidence that greater incompatibility between personal and cultural characteristics in 
cultural orientations may exacerbate the adverse consequences that attachment insecurity 
has on psychosocial outcomes (Wei et al., 2004), whereas good person-culture fit may 
instead act as a protective factor that help to mitigate the negative effects of attachment 
insecurity (Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010).  
However, there is some indication from our results that the interplay between 
attachment and culture or person-culture fit and their influence on psychological outcomes 
is not straightforward. Recall the unexpected results showing that attachment anxiety 
predicted negative emotions less strongly when there was poorer than better person-culture 
fit among Singaporeans. Person-culture fit in individualism also did not moderate the 
relation between avoidance and negative emotions significantly. Such results show that 
attachment and person-culture fit in individualism or collectivism do not always interact in 
the same way (e.g., across cultural contexts). First, the interaction effects involving 
“culture” hint at the presence of other culture-related variables not accounted for by person-
culture fit in individualism or collectivism that may influence the attachment-psychological 
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outcomes link. As mentioned, conceiving nations as collectivistic or individualistic 
overlooks the diverse ways cultures may differ. The cultural dimensions of individualism 
and collectivism have become an almost ubiquitous explanation for any observed cultural, 
especially East-West, differences across vast domains of psychological research (e.g., 
cognitive styles, emotions, conflict resolution styles) (for reviews, see Markus & Kitayama, 
1991; Oyserman et al., 2002), but they are unlikely to be the complete answer. Our study 
improved on previous studies by measuring person-culture fit in individualism and 
collectivism, but it has by no means assess person-culture fit in all aspects of culture. 
Future studies could look to the literature to identify other aspects of culture or dimensions, 
such as Uncertainty Avoidance, Masculinity-Femininity (Hofstede, 1980), or universal 
value dimensions (Schwartz, 1992), that may increase our understanding of cultural 
differences in attachment patterns. Second, that person-culture fit in individualism and 
collectivism moderated the relations between attachment anxiety/avoidance and 
psychological outcomes differently highlights the importance of assessing individualism 
and collectivism separately at the individual level. Various scholars have conceptualized 
individualism and collectivism as theoretically distinct constructs that encompass different 
meaning domains rather than being simply opposite in meaning (Brewer & Chen, 2007; 
Kashima & Hardie, 2000; Oyserman et al., 2002; Schimmack et al., 2005). Thus, it is 
important to assess both individualism and collectivism instead of assuming that results 
based on one of them will just apply in the opposite manner for the other. Similarly, 
attachment anxiety and avoidance are also two distinct constructs which may be 
differentially sensitive to different cultural influences. Thus, theories or explanations 
linking attachment to culture would have to pay more attention to those nuances instead of 
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assuming that the same culture-related variables will just interact in the same way with both 
attachment dimensions. 
It is noteworthy to mention that although the moderating effect of person-culture in 
collectivism on attachment anxiety or avoidance predicting negative emotions showed 
trends consistent with our hypothesis, they did not reach statistical significance. This weak 
effect might have been undermined by the way psychological outcomes was 
operationalized (i.e., negative emotional state) in this study. Proposed explanations in the 
literature pertaining to person-culture fit have often been discussed in the context of misfit 
in relational styles between personal and cultural characteristics and how that may 
moderate the attachment-psychological outcomes association. Although poor relationship 
functioning associated with attachment insecurity may lead to negative emotions 
(Friedman, 2006), negative emotions could result from non-relational stressors that may be 
less subjected to influences of person-culture fit in individualism and collectivism. The 
moderating effects of person-culture fit in individualism and collectivism may have been 
better detected if we had used more direct measures of relationship functioning but these 
are speculations that need further investigation. 
 Our approach to examining the relationships between attachment orientations, 
person-culture fit, and psychological outcomes at the individual level to understand 
possible influences of culture-related variables in attachment processes is in line with Heine 
et al.’s (2002) recommendations. Heine et al. (2002) argues that ‘unpacking’ cultural 
influences by examining relations between variables from within culture circumvents the 
reference group effect that may occur when comparing culture level mean differences 
(often seen in attachment studies). Reference group effect refers to individuals’, often 
unintentional, tendency to compare themselves with a reference group (usually similar 
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others or ingroup members) in the characteristics they are rating themselves on (Heine et 
al., 2002). As different reference groups are likely to be used in different cultures for social 
comparisons, they are likely to distort results of culture level mean differences. The 
reference group effect has been suggested as one possible reason for the apparent 
unreliability in the results on cultural differences in subjective ratings of individualism and 
collectivism but it may also bias cross-group comparisons involving other social groups 
(e.g., gender) or constructs (Heine et al., 2002; Shteynberg et al., 2009; Wan et al., 2007). 
Cross-cultural attachment has often stopped at comparing culture level mean differences. 
This study is commendable for having moved beyond describing culture level mean 
differences to examining associations between hypothesized cultural influences and 
attachment processes. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
 It is possible that we did not find full support on the moderating effect of person-
culture fit in individualism and collectivism on the attachment-psychological outcomes 
association because of measurement issues. There might be some ambiguity in the exact 
content of individualism and collectivism that was measured in our study. Several specific 
meaning domains of individualism and collectivism have been identified among existing 
scales (Oyserman et al., 2002). Although existing scales agree on the central definitions of 
individualism (i.e., independence) and collectivism (i.e., duty to ingroup), they tend to 
assess other meanings associated with it to different extent (Oyserman et al., 2002). For 
instance, our study omitted the VI scale that assesses ‘competition’ that is not commonly 
agreed to be the defining features of individualism. It may be more fruitful for future 
studies to use scales that are more specific about the domains of individualism and 
collectivism they measure to derive a person-culture fit index. That may help future studies 
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to obtain ‘stronger’ effects than seen in our study as well as clarify the specific domains of 
person-culture fit in individualism and collectivism that influences the attachment-
psychological outcomes association the most.  
The number of individualism and collectivism items used in the current study was 
rather unequal as we omitted VI items (Schimmack et al., 2005) and the individualism 
perceived norm scale showed relatively low reliabilities, which may have affected our 
results. We had assumed that the factor structures of the scales used in our study would 
apply on our samples. Future studies should seek to use scales with more equal number of 
individualism and collectivism items and confirm the factor structures of scales used. We 
only examined one aspect of psychological outcomes (i.e., symptoms of anxiety, 
depression, and stress) in a non-clinical population. Future studies can examine if our 
results replicate in a clinical population or with other indices of psychological outcomes 
(e.g., positive emotions). 
Our study also found some different findings across cultures that could not be 
accounted for by individualism and collectivism. If further empirical studies determine that 
cultural orientations cannot serve as all-encompassing explanations for all 
cultural/individual differences in attachment patterns, researchers should explore other 
constructs that make potentially better explanations. Like other correlational studies that 
make use of self-report measures, our study is unable to claim causality in our results (e.g., 
between attachment and psychological outcomes) and suffer from the same potential 
measurement biases associated with self-report measures. We had assumed that individual 
differences in psychological outcomes were preceded by individual differences in 
attachment orientations. But such directional claims could only be verified in an 
experimental study. Future studies may employ priming techniques to manipulate 
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differences in attachment and/or person-culture fit levels to investigate their causal effects 
on response variables of interest. Finally, the generalizability of our results may be limited 
to the East Asian and Western undergraduates we sampled. Future studies may examine if 
our results can be replicated in other cultures, non-undergraduates, and older adult 
populations.  
Conclusion 
 This study adds to the literature by being the first in our knowledge to evaluate and 
find preliminary support for the popular claim that East-West differences in the strength of 
the attachment-psychological outcomes association may be moderated by person-culture 
fit. The results of this study highlights that intuitive explanations for observed phenomena, 
in this case cultural differences in attachment patterns, may serve as facilitative starting 
points for empirical investigations and turn out to be at least partially right. However, no 
matter how much sense intuitive explanations make, they have to be ultimately subjected to 
empirical evaluations before they should be accepted. Cultural explanations for cultural 
differences in attachment patterns have mostly been related to individualism and 
collectivism. Having systematically assessed individualism and collectivism (i.e., person-
culture fit), our study was able to show the limitations of over-reliance on individualism 
and collectivism as cultural explanations even if they do serve as partial useful 
explanations, a point iterated much earlier in other fields of psychological research. In this 
regard, attachment researchers could look more at cultural research to explore other 
complementary, possibly better, explanations than individualism and collectivism for 
cultural differences in attachment. 
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Table 1 
Intercorrelations between Attachment Orientations, Cultural Orientations, Person-Culture Fit, and Negative Emotional States of 
Depression, Anxiety, and Stress for Australians (n = 206) and Singaporeans (n = 322) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Attachment anxiety  -  .47** -.01 -.04  .04  .05  .09  .07  .63** 
2. Attachment avoidance  .48**  -  .37** -.32** -.07 -.15  .34**  .35**  .56** 
3. Personal endorsement 
individualism 
-.00  .39**  -  .03  .16*  .12  .54**  .25**  .10 
4. Personal endorsement 
collectivism 
-.07 -.21**  .27**  -  .21**  .34** -.14* -.10 -.16* 
5. Perceived norm 
individualism 
 .06 -.02  .22**  .26**  -  .33** -.48** -.06 -.04 
6. Perceived norm collectivism -.01 -.12*  .06  .18*  .34**  - -.11 -.21**  .02 
7. Person-culture fit in 
individualism 
-.12*  .17**  .38**  .11* -.45** -.27**  -  .24**  .26** 
8. Person-culture fit in 
collectivism 
-.04 -.02  .16**  .51** -.08 -.68**  .33**  -  .16* 
9. Negative emotional state  .60**  .40**  .05 -.03 -.01 -.08  -.05  .08  - 
* p < .05. ** p < .001. NB: Australians (top diagonal), Singaporeans (bottom diagonal).
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Table 2 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses on the Moderating Effects of Person-Culture Fit on the Relation between Attachment Anxiety and 
Negative Emotional States (N = 528) 
Step B β t R² Adjusted R²  ∆ R² ∆F df 
Person-Culture Fit in Individualism (IND) as moderator 
1. Step model    .223 .222 .223 150.97** (1, 526) 
Attachment avoidance (AV) 7.75 .47 12.29**      
2. Step model    .420 .416 .197 59.38** (3, 523) 
Attachment anxiety (AN) 7.88 .51 13.28**      
Fit (IND) .37 .04 1.04      
Culture .05 .00 .07      
3. Step model    .427 .419 .006 1.90 (3, 520) 
AN × Fit (IND) -.24 -.02 -.59      
Culture × AN .80 .04 .77      
Culture × Fit (IND) -1.63 -.12 -2.26*      
4. Step model    .436 .427 .009 8.65* (1, 519) 
AN × Fit (IND) × Culture -2.56 -.18 -2.94      
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Person-Culture Fit in Collectivism (COL) as moderator 
1. Step model    .223 .222 .223 150.97** (1, 526) 
AV 7.75 .47 12.29**      
2. Step model    .426 .421 .203 61.54** (3, 523) 
AN 7.86 .51 13.48**      
Fit (COL) .94 .08 2.43*      
Culture -.33 -.02 -.46      
3. Step model    .431 .423 .005 1.47 (3, 520) 
AN × Fit (COL) .98 .07 1.92+      
Culture × AN .17 .01 .16      
Culture × Fit (COL) .48 .04 .52      
4. Step model    .431 .422 .000 .00 (1, 519) 
AN × Fit (COL) × Culture -.04 -.00 -.04      
+ p = .056. *p < .05.  **p < .001.
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Table 3 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses on the Moderating Effects of Person-Culture Fit on the Relation between Attachment Avoidance and 
Negative Emotional States (N = 528) 
Step B β t R² Adjusted R²  ∆ R² ∆F df 
Person-Culture Fit in Individualism (IND) as moderator 
1. Step model    .377 .375 .377 317.83** (1, 526) 
Attachment anxiety (AN) 9.49 .61 17.83**      
2. Step model    .420 .416 .044 13.16** (3, 523) 
Attachment avoidance (AV) 3.65 .22 5.62**      
Fit (IND) .37 .04 1.04      
Culture .05 .00 .07      
3. Step model    .429 .421 .009 2.64* (3, 520) 
AV × Fit (IND) -.67 -.05 -1.48      
Culture × AV -1.14 -.05 -1.00      
Culture × Fit (IND) -1.48 -.11 -2.00*      
4. Step model    .431 .422 .002 1.63 (1, 519) 
AV × Fit (IND) × Culture -1.16 -.07 -1.28      
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Person-Culture Fit in Collectivism (COL) as moderator 
1. Step model    .377 .375 .377 317.83** (1, 526) 
AN 9.49 .61 17.83**      
2. Step model    .426 .421 .049 14.90** (3, 523) 
AV 3.66 .22 5.88**      
Fit (COL) .94 .08 2.43*      
Culture -.33 -.02 -.46      
3. Step model    .434 .426 .008 2.41+ (3, 520) 
AV × Fit (COL) 1.50 .08 2.25*      
Culture × AV -1.85 -.08 -1.64      
Culture × Fit (COL) 1.05 .08 1.09      
4. Step model    .434 .425 .001 .47 (1, 519) 
AV × Fit (COL) × Culture -.94 -.04 -.69      
+p = .066. *p < .05.  **p < .001.
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Figure 1: Simple slopes of attachment anxiety predicting negative emotional states at 1 SD 
below and 1 SD above the mean of person-culture fit in individualism (IND) for 
Australians (AUS, n = 206) and Singaporeans (SG, n = 322).  
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Figure 2: Simple slopes of attachment anxiety predicting negative emotional state at 1 SD 
below and 1 SD above the mean of person-culture fit in collectivism (COL) for Australians 
(AUS, n = 206) and Singaporeans (SG, n = 322).  
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Figure 3: Simple slopes of attachment avoidance predicting negative emotions at 1 SD 
below and 1 SD above the mean of person-culture fit in collectivism (COL) for Australians 
(AUS, n = 206) and Singaporeans (SG, n = 322).  
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CHAPTER SIX 
Cultural Differences in Young Adult’s Attachment Networks 
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 This paper was another part of the first cross-cultural study (Chapter Three). As 
discussed in Chapter Two, available cross-cultural studies on adult attachment 
predominantly focus on examining individual differences in attachment orientations or 
styles across cultures. This paper is the first, to our knowledge, to examine attachment 
normative processes in a Western (Australian n = 143) and an Eastern/Asian (Singaporean 
n = 146) population in the same study. Attachment networks, the sequential model of 
attachment transfer (Hazan & Zeifman, 1994), and attachment strength towards different 
specific targets (e.g., mother, father, best/close friend) of late adolescents/young adults of 
the two populations were examined.  
The Candidate’s Contribution 
 The candidate was primarily responsible for the conceptualization of the cross-
cultural study, literature review, setting up the online questionnaire, recruitment of 
participants from Australia, analysis of results, and authoring the paper. In his capacity as a 
supervisor, Wilkinson provided guidance on the methodology, analysis methods, as well as 
his expertise on attachment research in giving feedback on the candidate’s writing of this 
paper. He also reviewed recruitment materials and the online survey before their launch. 
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Abstract 
The present study investigates cultural differences in the normative processes of attachment 
(i.e., attachment networks and transfer) between late adolescents/young adults from 
Western (Australian, n = 143) and Asian (Singaporean, n = 146) backgrounds. In general, 
results supported our hypotheses regarding similarities and cultural differences in 
attachment networks. The sequential model of attachment transfer from parents to peers 
was replicated in both cultural samples. Regardless of culture, young adults were still in the 
midst of attachment transfer, showing stronger attachment strength in secure base or 
separation protest towards their parents, and stronger strength in proximity-seeking/safe 
haven towards their best/close friend. Attachment strength towards romantic partners 
surpassed other targets among non-singles, regardless of culture, attesting to their 
importance as attachment figures. Having a partner also appeared to accentuate cultural 
differences in attachment strength towards other targets. Australians and Singaporeans 
seemed to show relative preference for best/close friends and mothers as attachment 
figures, respectively.  
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Cultural Differences in Young Adults’ Attachment Networks 
Late adolescence and young adulthood are peak periods for the transformation of 
close interpersonal relationships (Connolly, Furman, & Konarski, 2000; Kenny, Dooley, & 
Fitzgerald, 2013). While it is generally understood that there is a refocusing of emotional 
reliance away from parents towards friends and romantic partners in this developmental 
period (Helsen, Vollebergh, & Meeus, 2000; Kenny et al., 2013), the effect that cultural 
differences may have on this process has had limited study. Attachment theory has emerged 
as a widely applied explanatory framework for understanding adolescent and adult intimate 
relationships and this approach has been used to examine relationship formation, the social 
networks of adults (Doherty & Feeney, 2004), the roles of key attachment figures and the 
way that attachment ‘transfers’ during adolescence (Friedlmeier & Granqvist, 2006; Hazan 
& Zeifman, 1994). However, apart from some key work examining international 
differences in attachment style (Schmitt et al., 2003; Schmitt et al., 2004), there has been 
little work examining cultural differences in normative attachment processes for 
adolescents and adults. The current study seeks to partly address this gap in the literature by 
exploring differences in attachment relationships and networks across samples of late 
adolescents/young adults from Western (Australian) and Asian (Singaporean) backgrounds.  
Attachment theory argues that our early experiences of relationships shape our 
expectations and formation of relationships later in life (Ainsworth, 1989; Cassidy, 2000; 
Hazan & Shaver, 1987) and that attachment relationships are distinct from other types of 
relationships because of the unique functions they serve, making attachment figures not 
easily replaceable by other persons (Ainsworth, 1989; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Weiss, 
1991). One seeks proximity towards an attachment figure to maintain closeness (i.e., 
proximity-seeking) and experiences separation distress when anticipating or experiencing 
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separation or loss from him/her. When one feels threatened, the attachment behavioral 
system is activated, prompting one to turn to an attachment figure who is regarded as a 
“stronger and wiser” person and a safe haven where one finds comfort, support, and safety 
(Ainsworth, 1989). When one no longer feels threatened, the attachment system is 
deactivated, and the attachment figure serves as a secure base from which one can feel 
more confident about exploring the environment (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Weiss, 1991, 
1998). Thus, a definition of an attachment relationship describes an emotional bond that 
could be negative or positive and has the following components (or functions): 1) 
proximity-seeking, 2) safe haven, 3) secure base, and 4) separation protest/distress (Hazan 
& Zeifman, 1994; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997). In practice, most researchers would 
qualify a relationship that has the safe haven, secure base and separation distress 
components as a full-blown attachment since relationships that have the proximity-seeking 
component often do not have other components (Doherty & Feeney, 2004; Trinke & 
Bartholomew, 1997).  
 The attachment behavioral system is argued to operate across the lifespan (Bowlby, 
1979) with differences in its manifestation depending on the stage of development of the 
individual (Ainsworth, 1989; Allen & Land, 1999; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). In 
adolescence and adulthood, the sexual behavioral system plays an important role 
integrating with the attachment system to emphasize the importance of romantic 
relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Hazan & Zeifman, 1994). It has also been argued 
that in adolescence and adulthood there emerges a network of relationships, other than 
parental or romantic relationships, that have at least some of the components of attachment 
associated with them (e.g., friends, siblings, mentors) (Ainsworth, 1989; Armsden & 
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Greenberg, 1987; Markiewicz, Lawford, Doyle, & Haggart, 2006; Trinke & Bartholomew, 
1997). 
Although monotropy, the idea that there is a primary attachment figure who is 
preferred over all others, is central to attachment theory, Bowlby (1969/1982) also argued 
that infants (and adults) develop a network of attachment figures. In the case of infants and 
children, these are ‘backup’ sources of safety and support when the primary, preferred 
attachment figure is not available, is not responsive, or is rejecting (Bowlby, 1969/1982; 
Bretherton, 1985; Hazan & Shaver, 1994). As the individual moves into adolescence the 
network of secondary attachment figures is argued to expand beyond parents and may 
include siblings, significant adults (e.g., teachers, mentors), peers, and romantic 
relationships (Doherty & Feeney, 2004; Hazan & Zeifman, 1994; Markiewicz et al., 2006). 
Into adulthood, romantic relationships begin to emerge as primary attachments (Hazan & 
Shaver, 1987; Hazan & Zeifman, 1994) while parental relationships become part of the 
secondary attachment network (Doherty & Feeney, 2004). 
A body of theory and research has examined the way in which attachments begin to 
alter in adolescence and adulthood. Although attachment transfer has been a useful way to 
initially describe this process (Hazan & Zeifman, 1994), it may be better conceptualized as 
attachment expansion and reallocation (Goh & Wilkinson, 2007). The evidence indicates 
that at the key social development periods of adolescence and young adulthood, individuals 
begin incorporating a wider range of relationships into their attachment network and that 
eventually peers, in particular romantic partners, will move higher up the hierarchy of 
attachment relationships (Fraley & Davis, 1997; Hazan & Zeifman, 1994; Markiewicz et 
al., 2006; Paterson, Field, & Pryor, 1994). Hazan and Zeifman (1994) systematically 
examined the process and possible targets of transfer by focusing on the four attachment 
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functions. They found that proximity-seeking was the first function to be transferred from 
parents to peers in early childhood (6-10 years), followed by safe haven between late 
childhood (8-10 years) and early adolescence (11-14 years). Parents remained as the 
preferred secure base and could evoke separation distress until late adolescence (about 17 
years), which was when complete attachment transfer and new full-blown attachments were 
first observed. This sequence of transfer of attachment functions has received general 
support as a typical pattern in cross-sectional studies (Markiewicz et al., 2006; Nickerson & 
Nagle, 2005), although atypical patterns of transfer (e.g., ‘back transfer’ of functions from 
peers to parents) have been noted in longitudinal research (Friedlmeier & Granqvist, 2006; 
Goh, 2013).  
The development of romantic relationships appears to be a major influence on the 
timing of attachment transfer as well as the choice and rank of a figure in one’s hierarchy. 
Hazan and Zeifman (1994) found that an overwhelming majority (83%) of new full-blown 
attachments formed were with romantic partners. While single young adults typically name 
parents or siblings as their secure base and rank their mother as their most important figure, 
adults with romantic partners prefer to have their partner as a secure base after committing 
exclusively to the relationship and rank them the most highly after two years in the 
relationship (Fagundes & Schindler, 2011; Hazan & Zeifman, 1994). Those already in a 
romantic relationship also show the greatest degree of attachment transfer to peers (friend 
or romantic partner), and over a 12-15 month period, singles who newly enter a relationship 
show the greatest increase in transfer compared with stable singles, those who are already 
in or those who have just ended a relationship (Friedlmeier & Granqvist, 2006). 
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The available evidence on the development of the attachment network in 
adolescence and young adults, however, comes primarily from Western samples. There are 
a limited number of studies employing non-Western samples which have offered some 
indication that there may be cultural differences in the timing and pattern of attachment 
network expansion and reallocation. For example, although infants to adults from diverse 
cultures show similar tendencies in having a primary attachment figure and a network of 
secondary attachment figures (van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008; Zhang, Chan, & 
Teng, 2011), attachment network size and composition have been noted to differ by culture, 
values and attitudes (Bretherton, 1985; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008; van 
IJzendoorn, Sagi, & Lambermon, 1992). For attachment transfer, there is preliminary 
evidence that the sequential model applies in non-Western cultures (Mayselessx, 2004; 
Zhang et al., 2011), but differences have been noted even between different Western 
samples. The only cross-national study found that the rate of transfer from parents to peers 
was initially higher (i.e. earlier onset) for German than Swedish adolescents, although the 
latter showed no difference than German adolescents 12-15 months later (Friedlmeier & 
Granqvist, 2006). The only study to have examined attachment transfer with Chinese 
participants found support for the sequential model in their cross-sectional study (Zhang et 
al., 2011). However, the authors suggested that Chinese might be less inclined to totally 
transfer their secure base from parents to new targets given their family orientation (i.e., 
later transfer) but their study did not include a Western sample to compare the timing of 
transfer between cultures. 
There are reasons to believe that both the development and structure of attachment 
networks may differ between Asian and Western samples. The existing literature suggests 
that East Asians (i.e., Chinese) and Westerners hold different beliefs, attitudes and values 
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towards their relationships with their parents and romantic partners. Chinese culture 
emphasizes the Confucian philosophy that family relationships are placed over all 
relationships and considers that while familial blood ties are lifelong, other relationships, 
like romantic relationships, may not last (Hatfield & Rapson, 2005). Thus, Wang and Song 
(2010) have argued that filial piety, a prominent Chinese cultural value that encourages 
devoting spiritual and emotional attention and fulfilling obligations towards one’s parents 
(Hwang, 1999; Ikels, 2004), should be considered in understanding their attachment.  
Parental approval and emotional closeness with mother are thought to influence one’s 
romantic attitudes or even in the choosing of a partner to ensure a good fit with one’s 
family of origin (Cho & Cross, 1995; Moore, 1998). At the same time, Chinese culture 
holds relatively conservative romantic attitudes and behaviors that stress emotional 
restraint, parental approval, slower progress, and limited experience, compared to Western 
ideals of love that stress intense emotional experience and expression (Hsu, 1981; Moore, 
1998). Further, the anecdotal experience of the first author, a Singaporean, is that 
Singaporean adults generally continue to stay with or even depend financially on parents 
till they marry. On the other hand, Westerners consider dependence on parents for too long 
as immature and are encouraged or even expected to leave home to live independently in 
young adulthood (Hsu, 1981), and may face earlier pressures to establish their networks 
beyond their family and turn to peers for support. 
The Present Study 
Our recent review of cross-cultural studies on adult attachment revealed that 
research on the normative processes of attachment (i.e., attachment network and transfer) is 
lacking (Lin & Wilkinson, 2014). This paper aims to address this gap by examining the 
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nature of attachment network and transfer between two distinct samples representing 
Western (Australians) and Asian (Singaporeans) cultures so that probable cultural factors 
that might have contributed to any observed differences can be identified. In view of the 
existing literature, we would expect young adults’ attachment network and transfer to 
follow a typical pattern across cultures. However, to the extent that we expect cross-
cultural differences in factors that influence how young adults' close relationships develop 
(e.g., differences in values, beliefs and attitudes towards family and romantic relationships), 
we would also expect some specific cross-cultural differences in attachment networks and 
transfer (e.g., targets, ranks, of strength of attachment to different figures in their 
networks).  
Hypothesis 1. In view of the literature, it is expected that young adults from an 
Asian/Chinese background (Singapore) would have stronger family orientation and more 
conservative romantic views than those from a Western/Caucasian background (Australia). 
Thus, it is expected that Singaporean young adults would show stronger attachment 
towards their family (especially mother) and weaker attachment towards non-family 
(especially best/close friend and romantic partner) than their Australian counterparts. 
Hypothesis 2.  Based on prior findings (e.g., Hazan & Zeifman, 1994; Zhang et al., 
2011), we expected attachment transfer to follow the typical sequential pattern whether in 
an Asian (Singapore) or a Western (Australia) culture. Specifically, Singaporean and 
Australian young adults are expected to rely on mother and father most for secure base and 
least for safe haven and proximity-seeking. Singaporeans and Australians are expected to 
rely on best/close friend and partner most for proximity-seeking and safe haven and least 
for secure base. 
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Hypothesis 3. In view of previous findings, relationship status is expected to 
influence the target and importance of attachment figures in young adults’ attachment 
network. Specifically, romantic partners are expected to be nominated as an attachment 
figure and to lower the relative importance of other figures in young adults’ attachment 
networks.   
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
Student volunteers (aged 18 to 29 years) were recruited from universities (the 
Australian National University and the Nanyang Technological University) in a 
predominantly Western cultural setting (Australia) and a predominantly East Asian cultural 
setting (Singapore). Participants took part in the study in exchange for monetary 
reimbursement or course credits. Recruitment and data collection methods employed in this 
study followed the typical practices at the respective universities. 
All participants completed an online survey in English as part of a larger study 
examining interpersonal relationships and psychological functioning. In Singapore, English 
is the official language and main medium of instruction in educational institutions. 
Singaporean undergraduates are expected to be proficient English users having received at 
least 12 years of English education. At ANU, participants were recruited via posters and 
emails circulated within the university advertising for volunteer participants for a 
“Wellbeing study”. Interested parties were asked to email the author, providing their 
demographic details (e.g., age, nationality). The survey link and instructions were emailed 
to participants who fit the eligibility criteria (i.e., Australians, 18-29 years) which they 
could complete at their own convenience.  
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At NTU, the study was advertised on posters and put up on an online recruitment 
system (SONAS) which could be pre-set to screen out non-Singaporeans from being able to 
sign up for the study. Participants either went through SONAS or emailed the author with 
their demographic information for signing up. Eligible participants (i.e., Singaporeans, 18-
29 years) were scheduled for study sessions where they completed the online survey in 
individual computer laboratories.  
Participants who had spent less than 10 years staying in Australia/Singapore were 
filtered out to ensure they had sufficient exposure to the respective cultures. The final 
sample from Australia consisted of 43 males (30.1%) and 100 females (69.9%). Their mean 
age was 19.97 years (SD = 2.20 years). Of this sample, 105 (73.4%) reported they were of 
European/Caucasian (e.g., European Australian/Caucasian Australian/Anglo-Saxon) 
background, 13 (9.1%) Other Asian excluding Chinese (e.g., Indian, Japanese, Filipino), 11 
(7.7%) Chinese, 9 (6.3%) Mixed ethnicity (e.g., Asian/European, Italian/Filipino), 3 
(2.1 %) Latino/Hispanic (e.g., Mexican, Chilean), 1 (.7%) African (e.g., South African), 
and 1 (.7%) Aboriginal. At the time of study, 59 (41.3%) were having a relationship, 84 
(58.7%) were not, and 36 (25.2%) had never been in a relationship. The sample comprised 
of 8 (5.6%) freshmen, 2 (1.4%) sophomores, 29 (20.3%) juniors, 60 (41.9%) seniors, and 
44 (30.8%) participants in five years or more of study. 
The final sample of Singaporeans consisted of 47 males (32.2%) and 99 females 
(67.8%). Their mean age was 21.56 years (SD = 1.76). Participants’ ethnicities were: 137 
(93.8%) Chinese, 8 (5.5%) Other Asian (e.g., Indian, Punjabi, Malay), and 1 (.7%) Mixed 
Ethnicity (e.g., Eurasian).  At the time of study, 47 (32.2%) were having a relationship, 99 
(67.8%) were not, and 70 (47.9%) had never been in a relationship. The sample comprised 
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of 5 (3.4%) freshmen, 10 (6.8%) sophomores, 21 (14.4%) juniors, 106 (72.6%) seniors, and 
4 (2.7%) participants in five years or more of study. 
The Australian sample was significantly younger in age than the Singaporean 
sample, t(287) = 6.75, p < .001. The Australian and Singaporean samples did not differ 
significantly in their gender ratio, χ²(1) = .15, ns., or the proportion of participants with or 
without a romantic partner at the time of study, χ²(1) = 2.56, ns. 
Measures 
 Participants’ attachment networks were assessed with a modified version of the 
Attachment Network Questionnaire (ANQ) (Doherty & Feeney, 2004; Hazan & Zeifman, 
1994; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997). The first section of the ANQ asks participants to list 
up to 10 ‘significant people in your life, those people you currently feel a strong emotional 
tie to, regardless of whether that tie is positive, negative, or mixed’, along with their 
demographic information (i.e., relationship with participant, age, gender, and ethnicity). 
The second section comprises eight items that describe attachment behaviors associated 
with the four attachment functions/components (two items each). Sample items are, ‘Who 
is it important for you to see/talk with regularly?’ (proximity-seeking); ‘Who do you turn to 
for comfort when you are feeling upset or down?’ (safe haven); ‘Who do you feel will 
always be there for you if you need them?’ (secure base); and, ‘Who do you not like to be 
away from?’ (separation protest). Participants are asked to rank up to three people from the 
list they nominated earlier for each item. The present study adopted Doherty and Feeney’s 
(2004) method for scoring attachment strength scores. For each attachment function, 
figures who were ranked first were scored 3, figures ranked second were scored 2, figures 
ranked third position were scored 1, and figures not named were scored 0 for each function. 
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Applying a strict criterion of full blown attachment (Doherty & Feeney, 2004; Trinke & 
Bartholomew, 1997), figures who scored at least 2 points in safe haven, secure base and 
separation protest were identified as a full-blown attachment figure. Within each 
participant, the one figure that had the highest total score across all four attachment 
functions was identified as a primary attachment figure. Attachment strength scores were 
calculated for four focal attachment figures of interest in this study: mother, father, 
best/close friend, and partner. Each figure’s attachment strength score on each function was 
obtained by summing up the figure’s scores on the two items assessing that function (range 
0-6). Participants’ overall attachment strength to each figure was obtained by averaging 
that figure’s scores on the four attachment functions. Higher scores indicate higher 
attachment strength. In the current study, the four attachment functions for mother, father, 
sibling and best/close friend were all positively correlated at p < .01 (Australians: rs ranged 
from .31 to .93 , p < .01; Singaporeans: rs ranged from .46 to .73,  p < .01). The ANQ full 
scale for all figures were highly reliable (Cronbach αs ranged from .80 to .90 for 
Australians and .84 to .90 for Singaporeans; see Table 3). 
Participants also responded ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to four questions asking if they had a 
“mother or mother figure,” “father or father figure,” “best friend,” and “romantic partner” 
at the point of participating in the survey. Participants who responded ‘yes’ were included 
for relevant analyses requiring them to have a target available. 
Results 
Preliminary analyses: 
Exploratory analyses were run and no outliers that may adversely impact on results 
were identified.  
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Attachment network size. There was no significant difference in the number of 
significant people listed by Australians (M = 8.59, SD = 2.06, range = 2 to 10) and 
Singaporeans (M = 8.32, SD = 2.16, range = 3 to 10) in the ANQ, t(287) = 1.10, ns. A 
visual inspection of the frequency distributions of the number of significant people listed 
revealed that they were highly negatively skewed with a mode of 10 for both cultures. It 
was possible that the participants would have listed more people if there was not an upper 
limit of 10 imposed by the ANQ used in the current study. However, this was not deemed 
to have significantly impacted the mean number of people named in the current study, 
which was similar to that found in previous studies (e.g., Doherty & Feeney, 2004, Trinke 
& Bartholomew, 1997). A Culture × Gender × Relationship status (single vs. non-single) 
mixed ANOVA on the number of significant people revealed only a significant gender 
main effect, with females (M = 8.61, SD = 1.93) listing more people than males (M = 8.09, 
SD = 2.45), F (1, 281) = 4.58, p < .05, np² = .016. The relationships most commonly named 
by both cultures, in the same decreasing order, were: best/close friend9, sibling 
(brother/sister), mother, father, and romantic partner (e.g., boyfriend/girlfriend, 
fiancé/fiancée), attesting to the importance of friends to young adults. A wide range of 
other relationships were named (e.g., grandmother, uncle, aunt, work colleague, and 
domestic helper) but they did not occur in high enough frequencies to be included in 
subsequent analyses (see Table 1). Interestingly, a few Singaporeans named 
‘maid/domestic helper’ (.25%) as their significant persons, but no Australians did.  
                                                          
9 ‘Best friend’ and ‘close friend’ nominated by participants were collapsed into the ‘best/close friend’ 
category in subsequent analyses because some participants appeared to use them interchangeably. For 
instance, some participants used ‘best friend’ several times to describe their relationship with the people they 
listed. The ‘friend’ category thus did not distinguish between different specific friends if participants had 
named more than one in the ANQ. The same applies to the ‘sibling’ category which included ‘sister’ and 
‘brother’. 
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In the subsequent analyses, only participants who responded ‘yes’ to having a 
particular relationship target (i.e., father, mother, best/close friend, or romantic partner) 
available were included in the analyses involving that target. For instance, participants who 
indicated that they did not have a romantic partner were excluded from analysis involving 
romantic partner. Participants who had a partner but did not name them as fulfilling any 
attachment functions received a zero attachment strength score towards their partner. 
Overall Attachment Strength towards Different Attachment Targets 
 To examine Hypothesis 1, mixed Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were conducted 
separately for single and non-single participants, with overall attachment strength as the 
dependent variable, cultures (Australia, Singapore) and gender as between-subjects factors 
and attachment target as a within-subjects factor. For hypothesis-testing, we were 
particularly interested in the presence of Target × Culture interactions. Only results that 
were relevant to the hypotheses or other effects that could affect the interpretation of results 
were reported. 
Non-singles. Forty-one Australians (6 males, 35 females) and 36 Singaporeans (9 
males, 27 females) indicated they had all four relationship targets available (i.e., mother, 
father, best/close friend, partner). In support of Hypothesis 1, the 4 Target × 2 Culture × 2 
Gender mixed ANOVA10 revealed a significant attachment target main effect, F(2.36, 
172.4) = 54.80, p < .001, np² = .429, which was qualified by a significant Target × Culture 
interaction, F(2.36, 172.4) = 5.64, p < .01, np² = .072 (see Table 2). Post-hoc tests indicated 
that Singaporeans reported stronger attachment to mother (MSingaporean = 2.73, SDSingaporean= 
                                                          
10 Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was violated (χ²(5) = 34.28, p < .001), therefore 
degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (ԑ = .79). 
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1.87; MAustralian = 1.63, SDAustralian = 1.37; t[63.6] = 2.90, p < .01), father (MSingaporean = 1.37. 
SDSingaporean = 1.22; MAustralian = .80, SDAustralian = .83; t[60.6] = 2.34, p < .05), but weaker 
attachment to best/close friend (MSingaporean = 1.15, SDSingaporean = 1.12; MAustralian = 2.03, 
SDAustralian = 1.00; t[75] = 3.64, p < .01). There was no significant difference with respect to 
partner (MSingaporean = 4.38, SDSingaporean= 1.51; MAustralian = 4.58, SDAustralian = 1.80; t[75] 
= .52, ns. (Degrees of freedom in post hoc tests were adjusted, i.e., without assuming equal 
variances, where Levene’s test for equality of variances were violated.) 
Both cultures reported the highest attachment strength towards their partner 
compared to the three other targets (tAustralian [40] = 7.13 to 11.89, tSingaporean[35] = 3.84 to 
10.08, all ps < .001), demonstrating the importance of partner as an attachment figure 
(showing preliminary support to Hypothesis 3). After partner, while Singaporeans reported 
having the next highest attachment strength towards mother (which was higher than 
best/close friend and father, t[35] = 3.56 and 4.19, both ps < .01), Australians reported 
having the next highest strength towards mother and best/close friend (t[40] = 1.30, ns). 
Both cultures reported the lowest attachment strength towards father. All in all, results 
provided support to Hypothesis 1 that Singaporeans were more attached to their family, 
especially mother, and less attached to non-family (i.e., best/close friend) than Australians 
even when a romantic partner is in the attachment network. 
There was also a significant Target × Gender interaction, F(2.36, 172.4) = 3.32, p 
< .05, np² = .043, where females showed a trend of having lower attachment strength 
towards father and partner and higher strength towards best friend than males, though post-
hoc tests indicated that these differences did not reach significance (t[287] = .16 to 1.86, all 
ns). All other effects were non-significant. 
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Singles. Fifty-four Australians (15 males, 39 females) and 61 Singaporeans (21 
males, 40 females) indicated they had all three relationship targets available (i.e., mother, 
father, and best/close friend). The 3 Target × 2 Culture × 2 Gender mixed ANOVA only 
revealed a significant attachment target main effect, F(2, 222) = 10.51, p < .001, np² = .086 
(see Table 2). Both cultures reported highest overall attachment strength towards mother 
(MAustralian = 2.85, SDAustralian = 2.11; MSingaporean = 2.59, SDSingaporean = 1.78), followed by 
best friend (MAustralian = 2.23, SDAustralian = 1.16; MSingaporean = 1.21, SDSingaporean = 1.15) and 
lowest strength towards father (MAustralian = 1.63, SDAustralian = 1.67; MSingaporean = 1.50, 
SDSingaporean = 1.54). Attachment towards different targets were all significantly different 
from each other (t[114] = 2.38 to 5.67, all ps < .02). The predicted Target × Culture 
interaction was not significant, F(2, 222) = .42, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported 
among singles. All other effects were non-significant.  
Attachment Strength towards Specific Attachment Functions 
 To examine Hypothesis 2, and the role of each attachment target in fulfilling 
different attachment functions (i.e., attachment strength in four attachment functions), four 
separate mixed ANOVAs were conducted for the four attachment targets, with attachment 
strength specific to each attachment function (proximity-seeking, safe haven, secure base, 
and separation protest) as a dependent variable, culture, gender, and relationship status 
where applicable (non-single, single) as between-subjects factors, and attachment function 
as a within-subjects factor. Only results relevant to hypothesis-testing—that is, the 
222  
 
Function main effect (Hypothesis 2)—or those that might affect the interpretation of results 
were reported11. 
Mothers. In support of Hypothesis 2, a significant main effect of attachment 
function emerged, F(2.89, 781.2) = 45.52, p < .001, np² = .144. Both cultures reported 
greater attachment strength in secure base and separation protest, and lower strength in 
proximity-seeking and safe haven towards mother (see Table 3). This main effect was 
qualified by a significant Function × Culture interaction, F(2.89, 781.2) = 7.20, p < .001, 
np² = .026. Singaporeans reported greater strength in separation protest and secure base 
towards mother than Australians, though post-hoc t-test revealed that only the difference in 
separation protest was significant (MAustralian  = 2.35, SDAustralian = 2.28; MSingaporean = 3.15, 
SDSingaporean = 2.22, t[276] = 2.96, p < .01). Mirroring the results involving overall 
attachment strength, there was also a significant Relationship status × Culture interaction 
effect, F(1, 270) = 9.22, p < .01, np² = .033, revealing that single young adults of the two 
cultures reported similar strength of attachment towards mother; while non-single 
Singaporeans reported slightly higher attachment strength towards their mother than their 
Australian counterparts (see Table 2). Post-hoc tests indicated that while non-single 
Australians reported lower attachment towards mother compared with single Australians 
(t[140.0] = 4.05, p < .001), non-single and single Singaporeans did not show any difference 
in their attachment strength towards mother (t[144] = .39, ns).  All other effects were non-
significant. 
                                                          
11 The degrees of freedom of all F tests involving within-subjects effects reported in this section were 
adjusted with Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (ԑ <  .77) as the assumption of sphericity was 
violated as indicated by the Mauchly’s test (χ²[5] > 21.64, p < .001). 
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 Father. Supporting Hypothesis 2 again, there was a significant main effect of 
attachment function, F(2.64, 672.1) = 55.69, p < .001, np² = .179. Both cultures showed 
greater attachment strength in secure base and separation protest, and lower strength in 
proximity-seeking and safe haven towards father (see Table 3). There were also significant 
Function × Culture, (F [2.64, 672.1] = 3.80, p < .05, np² = .015), Function × Gender 
(F[2.64, 672.1] = 3.33, p < .05, np² = .013), and Function × Gender × Relationship status × 
Culture (F[2.64, 672.1] = 3.32, p < .05, np² = .013) interaction effects. To interpret the four-
way interaction, 4 Function × 2 Culture × 2 Gender mixed ANOVA was conducted 
separately for singles and non-singles. A Function × Culture interaction emerged for 
singles but not non-singles, F(3, 474) = 2.95, p < .05, np² = .018. The attachment function 
main effect was the only other significant effect found for both singles and non-singles. No 
other effects involving gender emerged. All other effects were insignificant. Single 
Singaporeans showed a trend towards reporting greater strength in separation protest than 
their Australian counterparts, though post-hoc tests indicated that the two cultures did no 
show significant differences in all attachment functions (t[181] = .29 to 1.52, all ns). 
 Best friend. In support of Hypothesis 2, there was a significant main effect of 
attachment function, F(2.82, 587) = 8.48, p < .001, np² = .039, with both cultures reporting 
greater strength towards their best/close friend in proximity-seeking and safe haven than 
secure base and separation protest (see Table 3). There were significant main effects of 
culture (F[1, 208] = 6.52, p < .05, np² = .030), and relationship status (F[1, 208] = 21.77, p 
< .001, np² = .095), which were qualified by a significant Culture × Relationship status 
interaction, F(3, 474) = 6.28, p < .05, np² = .029. Mirroring results on overall attachment 
strength (see Table 2), non-single Singaporeans reported significantly lower attachment 
strength towards best/close friend than non-single Australians, which was also significantly 
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lower than their single Singaporean counterparts (t[144] = 4.57, p < .001). On the other 
hand, single and non-single Australians showed similar strength of attachment towards 
best/close friend (t[141] = 1.03, ns). Additionally, a significant main effect of gender was 
found with males reporting lower attachment strength towards best/close friend than 
females (F[1, 208] = 8.25, p < 01, np² = .038). All other effects were non-significant. 
 Partner. In support of Hypothesis 2, there was a main effect of attachment function, 
F(2.31, 235.9) = 30.55, p < .001, np² = .230, with both cultures reporting greater strength 
towards their partner in proximity-seeking, safe haven and separation protest than secure 
base (see Table 3). There was a significant Function × Culture × Gender interaction, 
F(2.31, 235.9) = 4.48, p < .01, np² = .042. Post-hoc tests indicated that Singaporean females 
reported lower levels of separation protest compared to Australian females (t[77] = 2.72, p 
< .05). 
In summary, both cultures showed greater strength in secure base and separation 
protest towards parents, and greater strength in proximity-seeking and safe haven towards 
friends/partner, providing support that their attachment transfer occurs in sequence 
(Hypothesis 2). In addition to the results indicating that non-single Singaporeans reported 
higher overall attachment strength towards mother than Australians (Hypothesis 1), it was 
found that Singaporeans (non-singles and singles) reported significantly higher separation 
protest among all attachment functions compared to Australians. Comparing between 
relationship statuses, it was further found that non-single Australians reported lower 
attachment strength towards mother, while non-single Singaporeans reported lower 
attachment strength towards best/close friend compared to their single counterparts. 
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To examine Hypothesis 3, the proportion of the two cultures who named a target 
available as a full-blown or primary attachment figure was examined. 
Full-blown attachment 
Table 4 displays the percentages of participants who had a target available and 
named as a full-blown attachment figure. As shown, at least 70% of non-single participants 
(both cultures) named their partner as a full-blown attachment figure, while other targets 
were named by less than 50% of participants.  Non-single Australians named significantly 
lower percentages of mother and father (χ²[1] = 4.74 and 4.19, ps < 05), and marginally 
lower percentage of best/close friend (χ²[1] = 3.17, p = .056) as full-blown attachment 
figure than single Australians, supporting Hypothesis 3 that having a partner lowers the 
importance of other targets as their attachment figures. On the other hand, only the 
percentage of best/close friend was significantly lower (χ²[1] = 15.9, p < 001) among non-
single than single Singaporeans. There were no significant differences in percentages of 
mother and father named as full-blown attachment figures between non-single and single 
Singaporeans (χ²[1] = .01 and .50, ns). Thus, having a partner appeared to lower only the 
importance of best/close friend but not parents as full-blown attachment figures to 
Singaporeans, partially supporting Hypothesis 3. 
Primary attachment 
Table 5 displays the percentages of participants who had a target available and 
named as a primary attachment figure. Participants (n = 11) who, based on our scoring 
criteria, had more than one or no primary attachment figures were excluded from analyses. 
Again, at least 70% of non-singles (both cultures) named their partner as their primary 
attachment figure, while other targets were typically named by less than 50% of 
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participants when they had the target available. For Australians, non-singles were less 
likely to name all three targets as primary attachment figures than singles (mother and 
best/close friend: χ²[1] = 28.2 and 4.40, p < 001 and .05, respectively; father12: χ²[1] = 4.17, 
exact p < .05), supporting Hypothesis 3.  For Singaporeans, non-singles also named mother 
and best/close friend as primary figures less often singles (χ²[1] = 8.03 and 18.5, both ps < 
01), while there was no significant difference for father13 (χ²[1] = 1.93, ns).  Thus, there 
was general support for Hypothesis 3.  
In summary, Hypothesis 3 found general support: partner became an attachment 
figure among young adults who were in a romantic relationship. Partner appeared to lower 
the importance of mother, father and best/close friend as attachment figure among 
Australians but only best/close friend among Singaporeans. Results also showed the 
significance of best/close friend as attachment figures among single young adults, 
especially for Australians, as well as the continued significance of parents, especially 
mother, in fulfilling attachment needs, particularly for Singaporeans.  
Discussion 
Overall the results of this study are consistent with our hypothesis regarding 
similarities and cultural differences in attachment networks between young adult 
Singaporeans and Australians. In both samples, the young adults nominated a comparable 
number of and similar targets as significant others. Both cultures most commonly named 
best/close friend, followed by sibling, mother, father, and romantic partner as their 
significant other—targets commonly identified as important sources of social support and 
                                                          
12, 13 One cell had an expected count of less than 5, so Fisher’s Exact Test was selected for Pearson’s chi-
square. 
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intimacy who fulfil young adults’ attachment needs (Paterson et al., 1994; Trinke & 
Bartholomew, 1997). It should be noted, however, that not all of the targets identified as 
significant other were listed by participants as attachment figures.  
This study had chosen to focus on mother, father, romantic partner, and best/close 
friend as attachment figures for comparisons between Australian and Singaporean young 
adults. Our prediction (Hypothesis 1) that Asian young adults would show stronger 
attachment towards their family (i.e., parents) and weaker attachment towards non-family 
(i.e., best/close friend, partner) than Western young adults was only partially supported. As 
expected, non-single Singaporeans young adults showed significantly higher overall 
attachment strength towards mother and father, as well as significantly lower attachment 
strength towards best/close friend than their Australian counterparts. However, 
unexpectedly, singles of both cultures were remarkably similar in their attachment strength 
towards different targets. The results for non-single participants could be interpreted as 
supportive of the literature that describes East Asians as highly valuing the maintenance of 
lifelong emotional bonds with their parents, relative to other cultures (Ikel, 2004; Hwang, 
1999). Additionally, it was possible that Singaporean young adults had faced relatively less 
pressure to seek out people outside family to fulfil attachment needs than Australians as the 
former are generally not expected to move out of their parental home until marriage, and 
would likely maintain closer contact with their parents than the latter. On the other hand, 
Australians are more likely, and in some families expected, to live away from their parents 
once they are in college. That singles did not show culture effects even though they should 
have been subjected to similar cultural influences as non-singles points to a more complex 
picture that calls for a look at how relationship status (i.e., romantic relationships) 
contributes to cross-cultural differences in the normative processes of attachment. Based on 
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the results, one might speculate that single young adults of the two cultures were actually 
rather similar in their attachment strength towards different targets, and somehow entering 
a romantic relationship accentuates the differences between the cultures. We will elaborate 
more on this in the discussion of results pertaining to relationship status. Another 
possibility is that relationship status was associated with different participant characteristics 
(e.g., attachment insecurity, religious affiliation) that might have influenced their 
attachment strength towards different targets but were not investigated in this study. Also 
unexpectedly, the two cultures showed similar attachment strength towards romantic 
partners, which was highest among all targets. This did not support the hypothesis that 
Singaporeans would show weaker attachment to their partner because of their expected 
more conservative romantic attitudes than Australians. Instead, such results show that 
partner becomes an important attachment figure in adulthood regardless of culture (Fraley 
& Davis, 1997; Hazan & Zeifman, 1994).   
As expected, our cross-sectional data showed that both cultures displayed the same 
sequential pattern of attachment transfer from parents to peers (Hypothesis 2), replicating 
other studies’ findings (e.g., Mayselessx, 2004; Zhang et al, 2011) that the sequential model 
(Hazan & Zeifman, 1994) also applies on non-Western populations. Regardless of cultures, 
young adults showed stronger attachment strength in secure base and separation protest 
towards parents, and stronger strength in proximity-seeking and safe haven towards 
best/close friend, and also separation protest towards partner. Taken together, these results 
were in line with previous findings (e.g., Fraley & Davis, 1997; Trinke & Bartholomew, 
1997; Zhang et al., 2011) and demonstrate that in young adulthood: 1) individuals were still 
in the midst of attachment transfer, 2) parents remained as important secure base capable of 
evoking separation protest, 3) best/close friend and partner were both likely targets of 
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transfer from parents, and 4) transfer to partner was more advanced than to best/close 
friend, again highlighting the relative standing of partner as an attachment figure in this 
developmental phase.  
Qualifying the results that showed that non-single Singaporeans reported higher 
overall attachment strength towards mother than non-single Australians (Hypothesis 1), it 
was found that Singaporean young adults (both single and non-singles) showed the trend of 
having higher strength in secure base and separation protest towards mother compared to 
Australians though only results for separation protest reach significance. On the other hand, 
the two cultures showed similar use of best/close friend and partner for different attachment 
functions. Such results suggest that Singaporeans may be slower than Australians in 
transferring their attachment functions from mother to peers. These results further 
highlighted the significance of mother as an attachment figure to Singaporeans and were 
consistent with the explanations aforementioned describing East Asians (especially 
Chinese) as having a strong regard for preserving emotional ties with their mother, and that 
Singaporean probably have less pressure and need to transfer their attachment to peers than 
Australian young adults.  It was not surprising that such cultural differences only showed 
up for mother (not father) as previous research has repeatedly demonstrated that mother is 
typically preferred or rated more highly as attachment figures than fathers from infancy to 
adulthood (Bretherton, 1985; Markiewicz et al., 2006; Paterson et al., 1994; Trinke & 
Bartholomew, 1997).  
Recall that non-single Singaporean participants reported significantly higher overall 
attachment strength towards mother and lower strength towards best/close friend than 
Australians, and that this cultural difference was not found among singles. Comparing 
between relationship statuses, it was further found that, non-single Singaporeans had higher 
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attachment strength towards mother and lower attachment strength towards best/close 
friend compared to single Singaporeans, whereas single and non-single Australians did not 
show such differences. Thus, it appears that non-single Australians reported especially low 
levels of attachment towards mother while non-single Singaporeans reported especially low 
levels of attachment towards best/close friend, compared with the rest. As mentioned 
earlier, these results hint that cross-cultural differences in attachment strength towards 
different targets might only emerge when young adults enter a romantic relationship (at 
least for the cultures under study). For Australians, it appears that attachment was 
transferred from mother to partner, and for Singaporeans, from best/close friend to partner 
while parents, especially mother, remained as a significant figure their attachment network. 
These differences between cultures again fit with expectations of Chinese (the predominant 
ethnic group among the Singaporean sample) who see sustaining strong emotional ties with 
their parents as culturally important and that there is not a strong pressure for them to 
maintain best/close friendships for the fulfilment of their attachment needs given the 
availability of their family, especially mother, and romantic partner to fulfil such needs. 
We also found general support that partners become an important attachment figure 
who might decrease the relative importance of other targets in young adults’ (especially 
Australians’) attachment network (Hypothesis 3). Among participants who had a given 
target, the highest percentage of participants (at least 70%) reported having their partner as 
a full blown or primary attachment figure, whereas mother, father, or best/close friend were 
named at most half the time (i.e., 50%). Non-single Australians consistently named mother, 
father or best/close friend as full-blown and primary attachment figures less frequently than 
single Australians. Non-single Singaporeans similarly named best/close friend (but not 
father and mother) less often (full-blown or primary attachment figure) than single 
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Singaporeans. Results on overall attachment strength provided further support: both 
cultures reported having the strongest attachment towards partner among all targets even as 
young adults continued to use mother instead of partner as their secure base. Our results 
converged with previous studies that found that romantic partners displaced other targets 
and rose to the top of young adults’ attachment hierarchy (Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997).  
Our data revealed that best/close friend is another important target of attachment 
especially for singles, and appears to be more important to Australians than Singaporeans. 
That single Australians placed higher importance on best/close friends than single 
Singaporeans may be linked to why Australians (25.2%) showed a lower percentage of 
participants who had never been in a relationship compared to Singaporeans (47.9%). On 
the other hand, parents appear to continue to play a relatively more important role in 
fulfilling attachment needs of young adults among Singaporeans than Australians. 
Nevertheless, regardless of cultures, young adults have a diverse network of attachment 
figures comprising of common targets such as mother, best/close friend, and partner. 
Limitations 
Attachment reallocation and network expansion is a developmental process and thus 
there are limitations to the extent that a cross-sectional study, like ours, can provide 
evidence to either confirm or refute some hypotheses. Although we found support for 
Hazan & Zeifman’s (1994) sequential model of attachment transfer, Friedlmeier and 
Granqvist’s (2006) prospective study suggests that atypical patterns of transfer (e.g., ‘back 
transfer’ of attachment components from peers to parents) occur, possibly because 
adolescents/young adults’ attachment bonds with potential targets have not stabilized (see 
also Goh, 2013). It is possible that Singaporeans showed stronger attachment to mother not 
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because of their stronger family orientation but because they were later in transferring 
attachment away from mother, and that given time, they would also show weaker 
attachment to mother.  
Further, only cross-cultural differences in attachment strength towards different 
targets were found among non-single young adults but not among singles. We had 
speculated that cross-cultural differences in attachment patterns might have been 
precipitated by the start of a romantic relationship, but only a prospective study that follows 
young adults’ attachment patterns while they are single until they enter a relationship can 
confirm this. Ideally, future cross-cultural studies will longitudinally examine the role of 
romantic partners in changing attachment networks by examining the transition from 
adolescence through to young adulthood. 
Moving on from our study, it is important that future studies assess one’s 
endorsement of filial piety or family orientation or variables associated with relationship 
status, and examine how they might contribute to differences in young adults’ strength of 
attachment towards different targets. Our study detected some gender effects but we did not 
put much weight on the results due to the unequal and small cell sizes between gender and 
that gender was not the focus of this study. These effects could be investigated further in 
future research. Finally, in our study, we found a significant proportion of our participants 
naming siblings as an attachment figure. Our study had found a sizeable percentage of 
young adults who named siblings as a significant person. Future studies could focus on 
siblings as attachment figures as they have received little attention in the research literature. 
Conclusion 
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Other than replicating previous findings on attachment transfer, this study was able 
to examine how young adults from contrasting cultures (i.e., Western and East Asian) 
compare in their extent of attachment transfer and attachment strength across different 
relationship targets, an area the literature has been lacking. Cultural differences in 
psychological and social attributes and process are often assumed without there being 
sufficient empirical support for such claims. None-the-less there are historical and 
contemporary forces that result in what appears to be significant cultural differences that 
may be reasonably expected to have impacts on relationship development and behavior. 
The evidence presented here supports the view that while our similarities may be larger 
than our differences, cultural differences in the development of attachment networks exist 
and that a fuller exploration of the factors underlying these differences will be worthwhile. 
References 
Ainsworth, M. S. (1989). Attachments beyond infancy. American Psychologist, 44, 709-
716. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.44.4.709 
Allen, J. P., & Land, D. (1999). Attachment in adolescence. In J. Cassidy & P. Shaver 
(Eds.), Handbook of Attachment: Theory, Research, and Clinical Applications (pp. 
319-335). New York: The Guilford Press. 
Armsden, G. C., & Greenberg, M. T. (1987). The inventory of parent and peer attachment: 
Individual differences and their relationship to psychological well-being in 
adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 16, 427-454.  
Bowlby, J. (1969/1982). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. Attachment (2nd ed.). New York: 
Basic Books. 
Bowlby, J. (1979). The making and breaking of affectional bonds. London: Tavistock. 
234  
 
Bretherton, I. (1985). Attachment theory: Retrospect and prospect. Monographs of the 
Society for Research in Child Development, 50, 3-35. doi: 10.2307/3333824 
Cassidy, J. (2000). Adult romantic attachments: A developmental perspective on individual 
differences. Review of General Psychology, 4, 111-131.  
Cho, W., & Cross, S. E. (1995). Taiwanese love styles and their association with self-
esteem and relationship quality. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology 
Monographs, 121, 283-309.  
Connolly, J., Furman, W., & Konarski, R. (2000). The role of peers in the emergence of 
heterosexual romantic relationships in adolescence. Child Development, 71, 1395-
1408. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00235 
Doherty, N. A., & Feeney, J. A. (2004). The composition of attachment networks 
throughout the adult years. Personal Relationships, 11, 469-488. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2004.00093.x 
Fagundes, C. P., & Schindler, I. (2011). Making of romantic attachment bonds: 
Longitudinal trajectories and implications for relationship stability. Personal 
Relationships, 723-742. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01389.x 
Fraley, R., & Davis, K. E. (1997). Attachment formation and transfer in young adults' close 
friendships and romantic relationships. Personal Relationships, 4, 131-144. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1997.tb00135.x 
Friedlmeier, W., & Granqvist, P. (2006). Attachment transfer among Swedish and German 
adolescents: A prospective longitudinal study. Personal Relationships, 13, 261-279. 
doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00117.x 
235 
 
Goh, Y. L. D. (2013). Adolescence, Relationships, and Psychological Health: An 
Attachment Perspective. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Australian National 
University. Canberra, Australian Capital Territory, Australia.  
Goh, Y. L. D., & Wilkinson, R. B. (2007). Attachment transfer and the importance of 
romantic partners in predicting adolescent psychological health. Paper presented at 
the Proceedings of The Combined 7th Conference of the Australian Psychological 
Society’s Psychology of Relationships Interest Group and International Association 
for Relationship Research Mini-Conference, Melbourne, Australia. 
Hatfield, E., & Rapson, R. L. (2005). Love and sex: Cross-cultural perspectives. Needham 
Heights, MA, US: Allyn & Bacon. 
Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment process. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511-524.  
Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. R. (1994). Deeper into Attachment Theory. Psychological Inquiry, 
5, 68-79. doi: 10.2307/1449089 
Hazan, C., & Zeifman, D. (1994). Sex and the psychological tether Attachment processes in 
adulthood (pp. 151-178). London, England: Jessica Kingsley Publishers. 
Helsen, M., Vollebergh, W., & Meeus, W. (2000). Social Support from Parents and Friends 
and Emotional Problems in Adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 29, 
319-335. doi: 10.1023/A:1005147708827 
Hsu, F. L. (1981). Americans and Chinese: Passages to differences (3rd ed.). Honolulu: 
University of Hawaii Press. 
Hwang, K.-K. (1999). Filial Piety and Loyalty: Two types of social identification in 
Confucianism. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 2, 163-183. doi: 10.1111/1467-
839X.00031 
236  
 
Ikels, C. (2004). Introduction. In C. Ikels (Ed.), Filial Piety, practice and discourse in 
contemporary East Asia (pp. 1-15). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 
Kenny, R., Dooley, B., & Fitzgerald, A. (2013). Interpersonal relationships and emotional 
distress in adolescence. Journal of Adolescence, 36, 351-360. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.12.005 
Lin, H.-h., & Wilkinson, R. B. (2014). Attachment in Western and East Asian adults: A 
review. Manuscript in preparation.   
Markiewicz, D., Lawford, H., Doyle, A. B., & Haggart, N. (2006). Developmental 
differences in adolescents' and young adults' use of mothers, fathers, best friends, 
and romantic partners to fulfill attachment needs. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence, 35, 127-140. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-005-9014-5 
Mayselessx, O. (2004). Home leaving to military service. Journal of Adolescent Research, 
19, 533-558. doi: 10.1177/0743558403260000 
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure, dynamics and 
change. New York: The Guilford Press. 
Moore, R. L. (1998). Love and limerence with Chinese characteristics: Student romance in 
the PRC. In V. C. de Munck (Ed.), Romantic Love and Sexual Behavior: 
Perspectives from the Social Science (pp. 251-284). Westport, CT: Praeger. 
Nickerson, A. B., & Nagle, R. J. (2005). Parent and peer attachment in late childhood and 
early adolescence. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 25, 223-249. doi: 
10.1177/0272431604274174 
Paterson, J. E., Field, J., & Pryor, J. (1994). Adolescents' perceptions of their attachment 
relationships with their mothers, fathers, and friends. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence, 23, 579-600.  
237 
 
Schmitt, D. P., Alcalay, L., Allensworth, M., Allik, J., Ault, L., Austers, I., . . . et al. (2003). 
Are men universally more dismissing than women? Gender differences in romantic 
attachment across 62 cultural regions. Personal Relationships, 10, 307-331. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00052 
Schmitt, D. P., Alcalay, L., Allensworth, M., Allik, J., Ault, L., Austers, I., . . . et al. (2004). 
Patterns and universals of adult romantic attachment across 62 cultural regions: Are 
models of self and of other pancultural constructs? Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 35, 367-402. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022104266105 
Trinke, S. J., & Bartholomew, K. (1997). Hierarchies of attachment relationships in young 
adulthood. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 14, 603-625. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407597145002 
van IJzendoorn, M. H., & Sagi-Schwartz, A. (2008). Cross-cultural patterns of attachment: 
Universal and contextual dimensions. In J. Cassidy & P. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook 
of Attachment: Theory, Research and Clinical Applications (2nd ed., pp. 880-905). 
New York: The Guilford Press. 
van IJzendoorn, M. H., Sagi, A., & Lambermon, M. W. E. (1992). The multiple caretaker 
paradox: Data from Holland and Israel. New Directions for Child and Adolescent 
Development, 1992, 5-24. doi: 10.1002/cd.23219925703 
Wang, C. D., & Song, Y. S. (2010). Adult attachment reconceptualized: A Chinese 
perspective. In P. Erdman & K.-M. Ng (Eds.), Attachment: Expanding the Cultural 
Connections (pp. 15-33). New York: Taylor & Francis. 
Weiss, R. S. (1991). The attachment bond in childhood and adulthood. In J. S. H. C. M. 
Parkes, & P. Marris (Ed.), Attachment across the life cycle (pp. 66-76). New York, 
NY: Tavistock Institute. 
238  
 
Weiss, R. S. (1998). A Taxonomy of Relationships. Journal of Social and Personal 
Relationships, 15, 671-683. doi: 10.1177/0265407598155006 
Zhang, H., Chan, D. K. S., & Teng, F. (2011). Transfer of attachment functions and 
adjustment among young adults in China. The Journal of Social Psychology, 151, 
257-273. doi: 10.1080/00224545.2010.481685 
 
239 
 
Table 1 
Percentages of the Relationship Types of ‘Significant People’ Named by Australians (n 
=143) and Singaporeans (n = 146) in the Attachment Network Questionnaire (ANQ) 
 Percentages of Relationship Types Named in ANQ 
Relationship types Australians Singaporeans 
Best/close friend 38.60 36.41 
Sibling 13.11 16.47 
Mother 10.67 11.70 
Father 9.45 10.96 
Partner 4.48 3.87 
Grandmother 2.04 2.88 
Aunt .49 1.73 
Cousin .81 1.48 
Other relatives 3.91 2.39 
Other non-relatives 3.83 3.95 
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Table 2 
Means (and Standard Deviation) of the Overall Attachment Strength of Australian and Singaporean Young Adults with All Attachment 
Targets Available 
 Overall attachment strength 
Attachment 
function 
Australian Singaporean 
Total Female Male Total Female Male 
 Non-singles 
n 41 35 6 36 27 9 
Mother 1.63 (1.37) 1.72 (1.42) 1.13 (1.00) 2.73 (1.87) 2.56 (1.88) 3.22 (1.85) 
Father .80 (.83) .66 (.73) 1.63 (.96) 1.37 (1.22) 1.23 (1.31) 1.78 (.81) 
Best/close friend 2.03 (1.00) 2.14 (.94) 1.42 (1.19) 1.15 (1.12) 1.44 (1.13) .31 (.56) 
Partner 4.58 (1.80) 4.45 (1.88) 5.33 (.98) 4.38 (1.51) 4.24 (1.64) 4.81 (.99) 
 Singles 
n 54 39 15 61 40 21 
Mother 2.85 (2.11) 2.91 (2.18) 2.70 (1.96) 2.59 (1.78) 2.86 (1.83) 2.06 (1.58) 
Father 1.63 (1.67) 1.70 (1.68) 1.43 (1.67) 1.50 (1.53) 1.36 (1.50) 1.77 (1.60) 
Best/close friend 2.23 (1.16) 2.37 (1.18) 1.85 (1.06) 2.12 (1.15) 2.03 (1.08) 2.30 (1.29) 
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Table 3 
Scale Reliabilities of Attachment Network Questionnaire Full Scale, Means (and Standard Deviations) of Australian and Singaporean 
Young Adults’ Attachment Strength towards Mother, Father, Best/close Friend, and Partner. 
 Attachment figure 
Attachment  
function Mother Father Best/close friend Partner 
 Australians (n = 143) 
n 139 132 104 59 
Proximity-seeking 1.69 (1.92) .77 (1.38) 2.37 (1.25) 5.24 (1.75) 
Safe haven 2.45 (2.38) .97 (1.61) 2.35 (1.47) 4.71 (.91) 
Separation protest 2.35 (2.28) 1.25 (1.76) 1.94 (1.53) 5.25 (1.82) 
Secure base 3.33 (2.44) 2.18 (2.10) 1.91 (1.51) 3.46 (2.44) 
Overall 2.46 (1.92) 1.29 (1.41) 2.14 (1.08) 4.67 (1.69) 
   Cronbach α .90 .88 .80 .91 
 Singaporeans (n = 146) 
n 139 131 112 47 
Proximity-seeking 1.96 (1.94) 1.11 (1.61) 1.95 (1.37) 4.85 (1.84) 
Safe haven 2.12 (2.32) .83 (1.54) 2.12 (1.61) 4.85 (1.88) 
Separation protest 3.15 (2.22) 1.95 (2.05) 1.25 (1.54) 4.38 (2.22) 
Secure base 3.32 (2.20) 2.25 (2.14) 1.75 (1.63) 3.23 (2.13) 
Overall 2.63 (1.85) 1.53 (1.48) 1.77 (1.23) 4.33 (1.65) 
   Cronbach α .90 .86 .85 .89 
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Table 4 
Percentages of Targets as Full-blown Attachment Figure for Australian and Singaporean 
Young Adults with that Target Available 
Attachment 
target 
Australians Singaporeans 
Single With partner Single With partner 
Partner n.a. 71.2 n.a. 72.3 
Mother 47.0 28.6 45.8 46.5 
Best/close 
friend 
57.6 40.0 47.2 10.0 
Father 22.4 8.9 15.1 20.0 
None 19.0 6.8 26.3 10.6 
More than one 32.2 42.4 22.2 51.1 
 
Table 5 
Percentages of Targets as Primary Attachment figure for Australian and Singaporean 
Young Adults with that Target Available 
Attachment 
target 
Australians Singaporeans 
Single With partner Single With partner 
Partner n.a. 82.8 n.a. 72.3 
Mother 51.3 7.3 43.6 18.6 
Best/close 
friend 
25.5 9.1 35.7 0.0 
Father 11.3 1.8 11.9 4.4 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
 
General Discussion 
There is ample research that has demonstrated that less-than-optimal relationship 
functioning is linked to adverse physical health and psychological outcomes (Bartholomew 
& Horowitz, 1991; Perissinotto, Stijacic Cenzer, & Covinsky, 2012; Prigerson, 
Maciejewski, & Rosenheck, 1999; Sbarra & Emery, 2005; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-
Schwartz, 2008). Less research attention has been paid to studying how close relationship 
patterns and their functioning may vary systematically with cultural differences. The 
primary goals of the present research were to understand: 1) the similarities and differences 
in the patterns of close relationships of late adolescents/young adults across cultures, 2) the 
cultural influences that may be associated with differences found, and 3) how cultural 
influences may affect the links between close relationships and psychological outcomes, 
using attachment theory as a theoretical framework. Such research could inspire a greater 
appreciation of cultural variations in the conditions that support socio-emotional wellbeing 
and functioning.  
Theorists have long argued for the important role that close relationships play in 
fulfilling fundamental human needs, and their effects on human development, functioning, 
and wellbeing (e.g., Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hatfield & Rapson, 2005; Hazan & 
Shaver, 1987; 1994; Maslow, 1943; Rokach, 2004; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Attachment theory 
(Bowlby, 1969/1982) similarly claims that the attachment behavioral system and 
attachment relationships function universally in humans, while at the same time being 
capable of responding and adapting to different ecological/cultural niches, to fulfil security 
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needs (Grossmann, Grossmann, & Keppler, 2005; Posada & Jacobs, 2001; van IJzendoorn 
& Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). This dissertation’s review of the adult attachment literature 
(Chapter Two), focusing on comparison studies involving Western and East Asian 
populations, found a dearth of cross-cultural studies and an overall lack of an organized 
understanding for existing findings which suggest possible cultural influences on 
attachment (for a commendable review of cross-cultural infant attachment studies, see van 
IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008; for a brief review of cross-cultural adult attachment 
research, see Wang & Song, 2010). The review identified some limitations in existing 
studies and gaps in the literature that this dissertation sought to address in a series of studies 
(Chapters Three to Six), which had the primary goals of evaluating existing suggested 
cultural influences (i.e., individualism and collectivism or related reasons) on individual 
differences in adult attachment, and exploring the relatively untapped field of cross-cultural 
research in the normative processes of attachment. As summarized in the next section, 
results of this dissertation showed general similarities as well as differences in young adult 
attachment linked to culture-related influences across Western (Australian) and Eastern 
(Singaporean) samples. However, at least at the individual level of analysis, culture-related 
variables argued to exert influences on attachment were not always supported by empirical 
evidence even when they make strong intuitive sense. Common themes in issues that arose 
across studies, broader research implications, limitations of studies, and future directions 
for research are discussed. 
Summary of Research Findings 
In the following, findings from a literature review of available cross-cultural 
attachment studies and two cross-cultural, cross-sectional studies that were conducted to 
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examine cultural influences on attachment and explore cultural differences in normative 
attachment processes are integrated and summarized. All studies involved samples of late 
adolescents/young adults from Australia (a Western country with a majority with 
European/Caucasian background) and Singapore (an Eastern/Asian country with a majority 
with Chinese background). These studies show that the aim of ‘unpacking’ cultural 
influences in attachment processes is better achieved through systematically examining the 
relations between variables of interest from within culture(s), rather than describing 
between-culture mean differences in them. 
Literature Review of Existing Findings on Adult Attachment between Western and East 
Asian Populations 
Our review revealed general similarities as well as some notable trends showing 
differences in the attachment patterns between East Asian and Western populations. With 
regards to similarities, the two underlying dimensions of adult attachment have generally 
demonstrated orthogonality, construct validity, and structural equivalence across cultures 
examined (including Western and East Asian cultures) (e.g., Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et 
al., 2010; Schmitt et al., 2004; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Zakalik, 2004). Further, the 
attachment-psychological outcomes link appears to be robust across Western and East 
Asian cultures, with attachment insecurity being consistently linked to poorer 
psychological and relationship functioning in these cultures (e.g., Ditommaso, Brannen, & 
Burgess, 2005; Friedman, 2006; Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2012). Additionally, adult 
attachment evidenced cross-cultural similarities in the following areas: 1) secure 
attachment appears to be normative in the majority of world cultures (Bakermans-
Kranenburg & van IJzendoorn, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2004); 2) the distribution of attachment 
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types classified categorically is similar between Western and East Asian populations and 
not systematically linked to cultural origins or language (Bakermans-Kranenburg & van 
IJzendoorn, 2009; Doherty, Hatfield, Thompson, & Choo, 1994; Marshall, 2005; Shi, 
2010); 3) hypothesized precursors of attachment (e.g., relationship characteristics like 
social support and conflict) predicted adult attachment similarly between Western and East 
Asian samples (Lu et al., 2009); 4) several studies found the associations between 
attachment and its hypothesized adjustment-related outcomes to be invariant across 
Western and East Asian populations (Ditommaso et al., 2005; Ho et al., 2012; You & 
Malley-Morrison, 2000). This generality in adult attachment patterns across cultures lent 
confidence to the application of attachment theory and the validity of the attachment 
construct to the study of close relationships beyond White/Western populations (e.g., 
Bakermans-Kranenburg & van IJzendoorn, 2009; Friedman, 2006; Wang & 
Ratanasiripong, 2010).  
With regards to differences, our review observed two recurring trends interpreted as 
East-West differences in adult attachment in existing studies (see also a brief review by 
Wang & Song [2010] for similar conclusions). Firstly, East Asians routinely report higher 
levels of attachment insecurity (i.e., preoccupied attachment, attachment anxiety and 
avoidance) than Westerners. Secondly, while all studies reviewed demonstrated that 
attachment insecurity was similarly associated with poorer psychological and relationship 
functioning across cultures, the strength of this attachment-psychological outcomes link 
appears to differ between East Asian and Western populations in some studies. That is, 
some studies have found that culture moderates the attachment-psychological outcomes 
association, and attachment insecurity appears to predict worse psychological and 
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relationship functioning more strongly in East Asian than Western populations (Friedman, 
2006; Mak, Bond, Simpson, & Rholes, 2010; Wei et al., 2004).  
The common themes in the explanations for these two differences often revolved 
around discussions of East-West differences in individualism and collectivism (i.e., East 
Asian cultures are collectivistic and Western cultures are individualistic) or related reasons 
(i.e., person-culture fit). The main limitations in available studies are that: a) the majority 
are single, cross-group comparisons that stopped at describing culture level mean 
differences in attachment variables, and b) most did not systematically evaluate suggested 
cultural influences related to attachment. Hence, there is inconclusive and insufficient 
research to demonstrate that individualism and collectivism or related reasons indeed 
associate with attachment differences at both the culture and the individual level. 
Additionally, available studies almost exclusively focus on examining individual 
differences in attachment styles/orientations, and there has been little work examining 
cultural differences in normative attachment processes for adolescents and adults. 
Informed by the findings of the review, two cross-cultural, cross-sectional studies 
were conducted to systematically study the associations between cultural orientations (i.e., 
individualism and collectivism) and attachment orientations at the individual level, as well 
as compare patterns in the normative processes of attachment between Australians and 
Singaporeans. Results are summarized and presented in four areas: a) comparisons of 
culture level means, b) associations between individual differences in attachment 
orientations and individualism and collectivism, c) the attachment-psychological outcomes 
link and the moderating roles of individualism and collectivism as well as person-culture 
fit, and d) normative processes of attachment. 
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Comparisons of Culture Level Means 
Prevailing assumptions and findings in the literature would expect individuals of 
East Asian/Chinese cultural backgrounds to show higher levels of attachment anxiety and 
avoidance, as well as higher levels of collectivism and lower levels of individualism, than 
individuals of Western/Caucasian cultural backgrounds (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; 
Hofstede, 1980; Lu et al., 2009). Our results comparing the culture level means of late 
adolescents/young adults from Singapore and Australia only partially supported existing 
assumptions.  
Australians and Singaporeans’ culture level means in attachment anxiety and 
avoidance showed different patterns of results across two studies that used different 
attachment self-report scales (Chapters Three and Four). Overall, results only partially 
aligned with common findings showing higher attachment anxiety or avoidance among 
individuals from East/Asian than Western/Caucasian backgrounds (e.g., Mak et al., 2010; 
Lu et al., 2009). Singaporeans scored significantly higher in attachment anxiety, but not 
significantly different levels of avoidance, than Australians on an adapted Experiences in 
Close Relationships Scale (ECRS; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). On the other hand, 
Singaporeans did not show significantly different attachment anxiety and avoidance levels 
than Australians on scales derived from the Attachment Style Questionnaire (ASQ; Feeney, 
Noller, Hanrahan, 1994). The two studies might have found different patterns of results due 
to differences in attachment scales used or sampling. Coincidentally, it was observed that a 
majority of studies that found typical East-West differences in culture level means of 
attachment orientations used the ECRS or related scales that assess attachment with a slant 
towards romantic relationships (e.g., Friedman et al., 2010; Mak et al., 2010; Lu et al., 
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2009; Shi, 2010; Wei et al., 2004). In contrast, the ASQ was intentionally worded for 
assessing attachment among individuals with little or no romantic experience, which may 
be more suitable for use with our samples that had a two-thirds majority who were not 
involved in a romantic relationship at the time of study. The differences in the wording 
used and relational domains (i.e., romantic relationships vs. general) emphasized by the two 
scales might have contributed to differences in the results found across our two studies. 
This prospect raises interesting questions that different populations (e.g., cultures) may 
show different variation in their scores in attachment orientations depending on the scales 
used or relational domains/targets assessed. These possibilities require verifying in future 
research.  
Results comparing culture level means between Singaporeans and Australians’ 
individualism and collectivism also only partially supported existing assumptions and 
findings (e.g., Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Friedman, 2006). Across two studies, Singaporeans 
consistently scored significantly higher levels of personal endorsement of collectivism than 
Australians, but not significantly different levels of personal endorsement of individualism 
(Chapters Three and Four). Opposite to expectations, Singaporeans scored significantly 
higher in perceived norm of individualism and lower perceived norm of collectivism than 
Australians (Chapter Four). That our results on culture level mean differences in 
individualism and collectivism did not conform to conventional expectations was not 
particularly surprising. Despite common assumptions on national levels of individualism 
and collectivism, a recent meta-analysis has found that nations/cultures do not differ 
reliably on them according to conventional expectations (Oyserman, Coon, & 
Kemmelmeier, 2002), and laypersons and experts’ ratings of individualism and 
collectivism can diverge (Peng, Nisbett, & Wong, 1997). For instance, North Americans, 
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who are considered the ‘benchmark’ of individualism, have not always been found to have 
lower collectivism than East Asians (Oyserman et al., 2002). We return to discuss the 
broader research implications of these results on culture level means as well as other cross-
cultural studies that rely on this approach to ‘unpack’ cultural influences in a later section. 
Associations between Individual Differences in Attachment Orientations and Individualism 
and Collectivism 
Common assumptions hold that individualism and collectivism (self-views or 
cultural norms) exert cultural influences that could lead to attachment differences (Mak et 
al., 2010; Malley-Morrison, You, & Mills, 2000; Wei et al., 2004). Specifically, higher 
attachment anxiety and avoidance should be associated with higher levels of collectivism 
and/or lower levels of individualism (Cheng & Kwan, 2008). An examination of the 
definitions of avoidance, individualism and collectivism, however, revealed that avoidance 
is more conceptually similar to individualism and dissimilar to collectivism. Thus, 
theoretical considerations would predict avoidance to be positively associated with 
individualism and negatively associated with collectivism instead.  
Against our hypotheses, results of the current studies analysed at the individual 
level showed that individual differences in attachment anxiety showed non-significant 
associations with both personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism across 
Singaporean and Australian young adults (Chapters Three and Four). These findings 
replicated results in previous studies (which assessed personal endorsement of 
individualism and collectivism) that also found non-significant associations between 
attachment anxiety and individualism, but did not replicate previous results that found 
positive associations between attachment anxiety and collectivism (Frías, Shaver, & Díaz-
251 
 
Loving, 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010). On the other 
hand, attachment avoidance of Singaporean and Australian young adults showed significant 
positive and negative associations with personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism, respectively, across two studies (Chapters Three and Four). These directions 
of associations supported our hypothesis and were in line with theoretical predictions 
indicating closer conceptual similarities between avoidance and individualism than 
collectivism. These results replicated the patterns of associations between avoidance and 
personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism in a previous study (Frías et al., 
2014), although a separate study that only assessed individualism in a Chinese American 
sample had found it was negatively associated with avoidance instead (Wang & 
Ratanasiripong, 2010).  
Besides personal endorsement, this dissertation also examined the systematic 
associations between perceived norms of individualism and collectivism and attachment 
orientations (Chapter Four). Again, attachment anxiety showed non-significant associations 
with perceived norms of individualism and collectivism, against expectations. Whereas, 
avoidance was negatively associated with collectivism as expected but not significantly 
associated with individualism (against expectations).  
Overall, the results of this dissertation did not support that individual differences in 
individualism and collectivism were related to attachment anxiety. On the other hand, 
attachment avoidance was positively associated with personal endorsement of 
individualism, and negatively associated with personal endorsement and perceived norm of 
collectivism, supporting theoretical predictions. Our results indicated that internalized 
cultural characteristics (i.e., personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism) may 
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be more relevant in understanding cultural influences relating to adult attachment, 
specifically avoidance, than cultural norms are (i.e., perceived norms of individualism and 
collectivism). Additionally, results showed that attachment anxiety and avoidance were 
differentially related to individualism and collectivism, highlighting the importance of 
considering the differences between attachment anxiety and avoidance in studying the 
cultural influences possibly affecting them.  
Attachment Orientations Predicting Psychological Outcomes 
Robustness of the Attachment-Psychological Outcomes Link. This dissertation 
replicated previous results showing that the attachment-psychological outcomes link is 
robust across East Asian and Western cultures and that attachment anxiety is a better 
predictor of psychological functioning (e.g., depression) than avoidance is (e.g., Friedman, 
2006; Mak et al., 2010; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Wei et al., 2004). Attachment anxiety 
and avoidance assessed with two different scales in two separate studies significantly 
predicted worse negative emotions of anxiety, depression, and stress among Singaporeans 
and Australians alike, with attachment anxiety showing a stronger prediction of negative 
emotions than attachment avoidance (Chapters Three and Five). These results were 
consistent with current findings that show that attachment anxiety is more reliably 
associated with psychological functioning or outcomes (e.g., depression, anxiety, and 
stress) than avoidance is (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
The Moderating Role of Individualism and Collectivism. It has been proposed that 
differences in the levels of individualism and collectivism or extent of person-culture fit 
may moderate the strength of associations between attachment and psychological outcomes 
(Friedman, 2006; Mak et al., 2010). Our hypothesis that attachment anxiety/avoidance 
253 
 
would more strongly predict worse negative emotional state among individuals with higher 
endorsement levels of collectivism (or lower levels of individualism) than lower 
endorsement levels of collectivism (or higher levels of individualism) (regardless of 
cultural origin) received qualified support for attachment anxiety but was not supported 
with respect to avoidance (Chapter Three). For attachment anxiety, the hypothesis found 
full support across Singaporeans and Australians when collectivism was examined as the 
moderator and qualified support when individualism was examined as the moderator. More 
specifically, attachment anxiety predicted worse negative emotions among Singaporeans 
low on individualism but not those with high individualism, and predicted negative 
emotions to the same extent across Australians who were low or high on individualism 
levels. On the other hand, personal endorsement in individualism did not moderate the 
relation between avoidance and negative emotions, and collectivism moderated this relation 
only among Singaporeans but in unexpected ways. That is, avoidance predicted negative 
emotions among Singaporeans low but not high on collectivism, and did not predict 
negative emotions of Australians. Overall, our results showed that attachment anxiety and 
avoidance interacted with personal characteristics of individualism and collectivism in 
different ways to affect negative emotions. Further, attachment orientations sometimes 
interact with personal characteristics in individualism and collectivism to affect 
psychological outcomes in different ways across cultures, indicating there may be other 
variables affecting these relationships across cultures. 
The Moderating Role of Person-Culture Fit. Results in this dissertation did not 
show full support but it found trends in results suggesting that attachment 
anxiety/avoidance may predict worse psychological outcomes more strongly when person-
culture fit is poorer (Chapter Five). Both attachment anxiety and avoidance showed trends 
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of predicting negative emotions more strongly when person-culture fit in collectivism was 
poorer (both Australians and Singaporeans) (results did not reach statistical significance). It 
also found that attachment anxiety predicted psychological distress more strongly when 
there was poorer than better person-culture fit in individualism in Australians. However, an 
opposite pattern of results was found in Singaporeans with attachment anxiety predicting 
psychological distress more weakly when there was poorer person-culture fit. Finally, 
person-culture fit in individualism failed to moderate the effect of attachment avoidance on 
emotions. Thus, there were suggestive results that person-culture fit may moderate the 
attachment-psychological outcomes link. However, the effects found were not strong and 
require replication in other studies before conclusions about the moderating role of person-
culture can be drawn. The non-significant/weak effects pertaining to the moderating role of 
person-culture fit in individualism may have been due to the relatively low reliabilities of 
the individualism perceived norm scale used to derive it. The unexpected results involving 
Singaporeans, once again, raised questions about the presence of other cultural influences 
that might be operating and affecting attachment. 
On the whole, the results of this dissertation provided stronger support for personal 
endorsement of individualism and collectivism than person-culture fit for their moderating 
role in the attachment-psychological outcomes link. The relationships between 
individualism and collectivism, attachment orientations, and negative emotions were 
largely similar across Australians and Singaporeans, although there appears to be other 
cultural factors producing differential patterns of results between the two populations that 
could not be accounted for by individualism and collectivism.  
Cross-Cultural Patterns in the Normative Processes of Attachment 
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Results discussed thus far looked at individual differences in the general attachment 
orientations of Australians and Singaporeans. In contrast, this section presented results that 
compared the two populations on their normative aspects of attachment—attachment 
networks, transfer, and strength towards specific targets (Chapter Six). On the whole, 
Singaporean and Australian late adolescents/young adults showed general similarities in 
their attachment networks and pattern of attachment transfer. Cross-sectional data showed 
that both cultural samples displayed the same sequential pattern of attachment transfer from 
parents to peers, replicating the findings of previous studies that the sequential model also 
applies to non-White, non-Western populations (Hazan & Zeifman, 1994; Mayselessx, 
2004; Zhang, Chan, & Teng, 2011). Regardless of culture, young adults appeared to be still 
in the midst of attachment transfer, showing stronger attachment strength in secure base or 
separation protest towards their parents, stronger strength in separation protest towards 
partner, and stronger strength in proximity-seeking/safe haven towards their best/close 
friend. Both cultures showed strong attachment towards partner that surpassed other 
targets, and attachment transfer to romantic partners was more advanced than to best/close 
friend, attesting to the importance of partner as attachment figures in both cultures in late 
adolescence/young adulthood.  
The presence of a romantic partner appeared to accentuate cultural differences in 
attachment strength towards different targets. While singles showed no cultural differences 
in terms of overall attachment strength towards mother, father, and best/close friend, non-
single Singaporeans showed significantly stronger overall attachment towards family 
(mother and father) and weaker overall attachment towards non-family (best/close friend) 
than non-single Australians. Mother appeared to be an especially important attachment 
figure to Singaporeans. Regardless of relationship status, Singaporeans reported 
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significantly higher strength in separation protest towards mother than Australians. It was 
speculated that when adolescents/adults enter a romantic relationship, Singaporeans may 
prefer to transfer their attachment from best/close friend to their partner while maintaining 
strong attachment to their mother, whereas Australians may prefer to transfer their 
attachment from mother rather than best/close friend to their partner.  
Broader Research Implications 
Comparing Culture Level Mean Differences versus Examining Associations between 
Individual Differences in Attachment and Individualism-Collectivism 
That our results on culture level mean differences in individualism and collectivism 
did not conform to conventional expectations was not particularly surprising. Impressions 
of how nations/cultures should or would compare in their individualism and collectivism 
levels were arguably, largely formed from Hofstede’s (1980) influential cross-national 
study that ranked nations on their individualism levels (Oyserman et al., 2002; Schimmack, 
Oishi, & Diener, 2005). These impressions have been persistent, although Hofstede (1980) 
himself acknowledged that culture level means of individualism-collectivism are 
responsive to dynamic societal developments and not meant to be taken as unchanging. 
Since the 1980s, Singapore and Australia have both seen large influxes of foreigners that 
have changed their demographic make-up, as well as undergone significant modernization 
and economic development (Hayes, Qu, Weston, & Baxter, 2011; Yeoh & Lin, 2012). 
These developments are likely to have introduced changes in the personal endorsement and 
perceived norms of individualism and collectivism of Australians and Singaporeans (also 
other cultural populations) that differ from traditional views. Indeed, development has been 
associated with increasing individualism levels (Schimmack et al., 2005). 
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To recap, nations do not always compare on their individualism and collectivism 
levels as conventionally expected, and laypersons and experts’ ratings of them could 
diverge (Oyserman et al., 2002; Peng et al., 1997). How nations/cultures differ in their 
individualism and collectivism levels also appears to be affected by the content of scales 
used, which has been shown to vary greatly across available scales (Oyserman et al., 2002). 
Additionally, culture level comparisons of mean differences of individualism and 
collectivism that are derived from subjective ratings (e.g., self-report ratings) may also be 
biased by reference group effects (Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz, 2002; Wan et al., 
2007). Reference group effects refer to the situation where individuals use a reference 
group or person(s) to anchor their responses on self-report scales in a way that bias their 
actual ratings. Reference group effects may affect comparisons of group means between 
any populations (e.g., gender, age groups) to the extent that they use social referents with 
different characteristics to anchor their respective subjective ratings, and it may be 
especially influential on comparisons between different cultural populations (Heine et al., 
2002). Not just applicable to individualism and collectivism, culture level means of other 
constructs based on subjective ratings, including self-reports of attachment orientations, 
may also be potentially biased by reference group effects. In view of the potential 
unreliability in culture level mean comparisons, scholars have cautioned against the 
practice of drawing conclusions about culture differences or studying cultural influences 
based on them (Friedman, 2006; Heine et al., 2002).  
However, the majority of studies that were interested in understanding the cultural 
influences relating to adult attachment have tended to do so by comparing two or three 
nations/cultures/populations on their mean differences in attachment constructs (e.g., 
attachment anxiety/avoidance) at the culture level. If no mean differences are found, results 
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are interpreted as reflecting little or no cultural influences on attachment processes. If 
culture level mean differences are found, cultural influences are assumed to be operating 
and some cultural explanations are offered to account for those differences (i.e., cultural 
differences in individualism and collectivism). In addition to the limitations of culture level 
mean comparisons as noted earlier, this approach only stops at offering a descriptive 
understanding of how the cultures/nations/populations sampled differ in some attachment 
constructs, and speculations on what causes any attachment differences if any are found, 
but does not offer further examination on the underlying mechanisms. Further, culture level 
mean comparisons ignore huge overlaps (i.e., similarities) that nations/cultures/populations 
share and vast within-culture individual differences in attachment constructs. Our review 
also indicated that most cross-cultural comparison studies had alluded to explanations 
relating to assumptions about East-West differences in individualism and collectivism 
without systematic examinations of their associations. Evaluating the associations between 
cultural levels of attachment anxiety/avoidance and individualism/collectivism would 
require simultaneous sampling of multiple cultures/nations as Schmitt et al.’s (2003, 2004) 
did in studying the associations between Model of Self/Other and national levels of 
individualism across 58 nations/62 cultural regions. Such large-scale cross-cultural studies 
that sample more than the usual two cultures/nations seen in single, cross-group 
comparisons are rare to come by and challenging to conduct due to the large amounts of 
resources, time, and coordination required. Thus, it is hardly surprising that the adult 
attachment literature has not seen other studies of similar scale as Schmitt et al. (2003, 
2004). To our knowledge, there is no available large-scale cross-cultural study that has 
assessed the associations between cultural levels of attachment anxiety/avoidance and 
individualism/collectivism in the adult attachment literature. Since culture level 
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individualism and collectivism do not always conform to expectations, interpretation of 
results or conclusion about cultural sources of attachment differences based on untested 
assumptions about individualism and collectivism may be erroneous. 
While theoretical developments and empirical studies may start off with 
speculations on explanations/factors to account for unstudied topics and unexpected results, 
it becomes undesirable when these untested speculations are accepted as facts as the 
number of studies or scholars who endorse them increases. In consideration of the issues 
associated with culture level mean comparisons and the challenges of conducting a culture-
level study to evaluate associations between attachment and cultural orientations, a viable 
approach to ‘unpack’ cultural influences might be to study the relations of these constructs 
from within cultures (Friedman, 2006; Heine et al., 2002; Oyserman et al., 2002). One 
advantage of the latter approach is that it avoids the reference group problem as within a 
culture the reference group is likely held constant on self-reports across variables (Heine et 
al., 2002). Attachment researchers echoed similar views in expressing that cross-cultural 
attachment research have mainly stopped at comparing culture level mean differences and 
urged for more studies to look at the links between attachment variables and culture-related 
variables or other variables in its nomological networks across cultures (e.g., Bretherton, 
1992; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008). This dissertation responded to this call by 
systematically assessing individualism and collectivism and examining their associations 
with attachment orientations at the individual level of analysis. All in all, findings of this 
dissertation highlighted that proper measurement of constructs are pertinent before 
systematic evaluation of existing explanations on potential cultural influences on 
attachment can proceed. 
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Are Individualism and Collectivism Associated with Attachment Differences? 
Researchers have often attributed observed differences in attachment between 
different cultural populations to their differences in cultural orientations, that is, levels of 
individualism and collectivism, or related explanations. This dissertation examined the 
associations between these constructs at the individual level. The results of this dissertation 
indicate that explanations about attachment differences alluding to individualism and 
collectivism differences may serve as useful starting points for researchers to begin 
understanding the cultural influences that impact attachment processes but they do not and 
cannot serve as definitive explanations at least at the individual level of analysis. The 
current studies only found support that personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism are related to individual differences in avoidance (but not attachment anxiety). 
Putting our own results in a larger picture of available findings in the literature, it appears 
that the pattern of associations between individualism or collectivism (measured as 
individuals’ personal endorsement levels) and adult attachment orientations (anxiety and 
avoidance) are variable across studies that sampled different cultural populations (e.g., 
negative associations between individualism and avoidance were found among Chinese 
Americans; Wang & Ratansiripong, 2010). That different patterns of associations are not 
always found between the constructs across studies may indicate that adult attachment may 
not be as strongly or directly associated with personal endorsement of individualism and 
collectivism (at the individual level) as conventionally believed. Alternatively, the 
differential associations between attachment and individualism or collectivism across 
cultural populations may indicate the presence of other moderating cultural influences that 
are not accounted for by the constructs of individualism or collectivism. These potential 
moderating influences are still poorly understood as the adult attachment literature has 
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seldom considered cultural influences beyond individualism and collectivism as possibly 
relating to attachment. Also, attachment anxiety and avoidance tend to show different 
patterns of associations with individualism and collectivism, highlighting that the two 
attachment dimensions are distinct constructs that may be sensitive to different kinds of 
culture-related influences.  
Even though there are some suggestions in the literature that collectivistic or 
individualistic norms may be linked to attachment differences, this dissertation only found 
support that perceived norm in collectivism was negatively associated with avoidance at the 
individual level. Neither personal endorsement nor perceived norm of individualism and 
collectivism were significantly associated with individual differences in attachment 
anxiety, against conventional expectations. Personal characteristics tend to be more 
predictive of behaviors and cognitions than perceptions of cultural norms in private settings 
or situations of weak or ambiguous norms (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Fischer, 2006). Our 
results may reflect that attachment-related cognitions and behaviors tend to be expressed in 
private settings and, thus, may be more strongly influenced by specific personal 
characteristics that are expressed within a particular relationship or with a relational 
partner, rather than the larger cultural norms that may be more applicable to public 
behavior.  
With regards to explanations for differences in the strength of the attachment-
psychological outcomes association, there was some evidence that individual differences in 
personal endorsement of individualism and collectivism could moderate the relation 
between attachment anxiety and negative emotions, as well as suggestive evidence that 
person-culture fit could moderate the association between attachment anxiety/avoidance 
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and negative emotions. However, there were some differential patterns in results in terms 
of how individualism and collectivism or person-culture fit moderated the attachment-
psychological outcomes link between Singaporeans and Australians. For instance, personal 
endorsement of individualism only moderated the relation between attachment anxiety and 
negative emotions in Singaporeans (not Australians; Chapter Three), and person-culture fit 
in individualism moderated the relation between attachment anxiety and negative emotions 
in opposite directions between Australians and Singaporeans (Chapter Five). Thus, even if 
individualism and collectivism do exert cultural influences on attachment, our results 
suggest that the mechanism is complex and may differ in different cultures. There are likely 
to be other factors presenting in different cultures that influence attachment or how 
individualism or collectivism and attachment interact. Thus, there remains unanswered 
questions about the specific ways in which individualism and collectivism may influence 
attachment differences and there are clearly limitations in predominantly relying on them to 
explain all potential cultural influences on attachment. 
A closer examination of accounts suggesting individualism and collectivism as 
probable cultural influences on attachment reveals that they are vague about the specific 
aspects of culture that may influence cultural or individual differences in attachment. For 
instance, explanations in attachment research sometimes discuss individualism and 
collectivism as if they are referring to individuals’ personal characteristics (e.g., Lu et al., 
2009; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006) and sometimes as if they are referring to larger societal 
norms (e.g., Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wei et al., 2004). In contrast, extant studies that 
have systematically examined the associations between attachment and individualism or 
collectivism have exclusively focused on assessing them as participants’ personal 
characteristics (Frías et al., 2014; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 
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2010), so the influences of cultural norms on attachment had remained unverified. Or, 
researchers often mentioned characteristics (e.g., family orientation) that are believed to be 
associated with individualism and collectivism as responsible for producing attachment 
differences (Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Wei et al., 2004). However, these characteristics 
need not have been empirically validated or do not necessarily constitute the original/core 
definitions of individualism and collectivism (Oyserman et al., 2002). In the case of family 
orientation (emotional ties, dependency on, or obligation towards family), there are 
different perspectives on whether close others (includes family) are considered as part of or 
separate from the ingroup that is referred to in the core definition of collectivism (i.e., ‘duty 
to ingroup’). That is, while some consider relations with close others/family to be part of 
the umbrella construct of collectivism (Brewer & Chen, 2007; Kashima & Hardie, 2000), 
others consider familism and collectivism as distinct and should therefore be studied 
separately (Oyserman et al., 2002). Amidst these different views on the relations between 
familism and collectivism, a better way to verify if familism is part of the cultural 
influences operating on attachment is to specifically assess its (instead of individualism and 
collectivism’s) links with attachment. In suggesting that Singaporeans’ stronger preference 
or attachment strength towards their parents than Australians may be due to their stronger 
family orientation (Chapter Six), this dissertation does not make any claims that family 
orientation is related to collectivism. It is stressed again that whether or not these 
attachment differences in normative processes between Singaporeans and Australians are 
due to individualism and collectivism or family orientation require further research that 
systematically assess these constructs, as this dissertation did in investigating the relations 
between individualism-collectivism and attachment orientations. 
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The ‘vagueness’ in cultural explanations of attachment inevitably poses challenges 
to identifying and establishing evidence for the ‘active ingredient’ of culture that 
purportedly has meaningful links with attachment. Another issue that has been elaborated 
in the previous section is that studies often make assumptions about the individualism or 
collectivism levels, or treat them as opposing constructs, without proper assessment. Given 
such lack of specificity in the explanation and assessment of culture, it may not be 
surprising that previous studies have not been able to provide conclusive evidence 
supporting them as explanations for attachment differences. 
Rather than seeing individualism or collectivism as unitary constructs, there are 
some views that they are best conceived of as umbrella constructs encompassing multiple 
domains or subtypes (e.g., Brewer & Chen, 2007; Kashima & Hardie, 2000; Oyserman et 
al., 2002; Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995). This dissertation tried to be more 
specific with the aspect of individualism and collectivism being measured by 
differentiating between personal endorsement and perceived norm of the constructs, as well 
as assessing the moderating role of person-culture fit more directly. However, it was unable 
to address all definitional and measurement issues relating to individualism and 
collectivism. We encourage future research to examine the associations of these specific 
domains separately for their influence on attachment processes.  
Some ‘culture’ effects that were not accounted for by individualism and 
collectivism were found. For instance, attachment avoidance predicted negative emotions 
more strongly among Australians than Singaporeans. Differential pattern of results between 
Australians and Singaporeans suggest that there might be other cultural influences on 
attachment that are not assessed by individualism and collectivism. To be sure, personal 
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endorsement or perceived norm of individualism and collectivism do not constitute all 
aspects of culture. Thus, to find that they are not always related to attachment differences 
does not prove the absence of cultural influences on attachment. Even though the 
framework of individualism and collectivism has received the most research attention and 
acquired the status of being the most popular framework for studying cross-cultural 
differences, it nevertheless does not cover all aspects of culture. In Hofstede’s (1980) 
original research that propelled individualism and collectivism to the central stage of 
research on culture, three other cultural dimensions—masculinity-femininity, uncertainty 
avoidance, and power distance—were identified although they have received 
disproportionately less research attention than the individualism-collectivism dimension. 
There are also other cultural constructs that are potentially worth studying to inform better 
understanding about the sources of cultural influences of attachment, such as values (Bardi 
& Schwartz, 2003). Wang and Song (2010) have also suggested some constructs related to 
Chinese culture which they argued are essential to facilitate understanding of Chinese 
attachment (e.g., filial piety, yuan). These are avenues worth considering, especially since 
research (previous studies and the results in this dissertation) show that individualism and 
collectivism is unable to fully account for attachment differences.  
The studies in this dissertation were conducted at the individual level of analysis. 
Thus, that this dissertation did not find evidence for full support for links between 
attachment orientations and individualism/collectivism at the individual level should not be 
used to refute the possibility that these associations may hold true at the culture level. 
Further, this dissertation had not systematically examined if individualism and collectivism 
or other culture variables may explain some differences Australians and Singaporeans 
showed in their attachment strength towards different targets in their attachment networks. 
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These areas that were not addressed in this dissertation are potential areas future studies 
may venture into. 
The Link between Close Relationship Patterns and Psychological Outcomes: The Role of 
Cultural Influences 
Extant literature that predominantly sampled White, Western populations 
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Horowitz, Rosenberg, & Bartholomew, 1993; Kim, 
Carver, Deci, & Kasser, 2008), as well as emerging cross-cultural comparison studies 
involving East Asian and Western populations (Friedman, 2006; Ho et al., 2010; Ho et al., 
2012; Mak et al., 2010), show that attachment anxiety is associated with worse 
psychological and social functioning (e.g., symptoms of depression, anxiety, social 
difficulties). On the other hand, avoidance is more commonly linked to relationship 
difficulties (Friedman et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2010) than psychological outcomes (e.g., 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The results of this dissertation add to the growing literature 
that shows that the attachment-psychological outcomes link commonly demonstrated in 
White Western populations holds in non-Western populations (e.g., Frías et al., 2014; Mak 
et al., 2010; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010), in this 
case, an Asian (Singaporean) sample. Across two studies using different attachment scales, 
attachment anxiety emerged as a stronger predictor of negative emotional state than 
avoidance was. These results are in line with the existing literature demonstrating more 
evidence linking attachment anxiety than avoidance to psychological outcomes.  
 The results of this dissertation further show that cultural influences (i.e., personal 
endorsement of individualism and collectivism and person-culture fit) may moderate the 
strength of the attachment-psychological outcomes link as suggested in existing literature, 
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albeit not always in the same way across different cultural contexts (i.e., between Australia 
and Singapore). There was more support for the moderating role of personal endorsement 
in individualism and collectivism on the influence of attachment anxiety (than avoidance) 
on psychological outcomes. It was found that attachment anxiety more strongly predicted 
negative emotions among individuals with high personal endorsement of collectivism (in 
both cultures) or low personal endorsement of individualism (only Singaporeans), than 
among individuals with low personal endorsement of collectivism or high personal 
endorsement of individualism, respectively (Chapter Three). It seems that high personal 
endorsement of collectivism or low personal endorsement of individualism may exacerbate 
the harmful effects possibly arising from the central fears of attachment anxiety (e.g., 
rejection and abandonment). High endorsement of collectivism entails a view of self as 
interdependent and interconnected with others with an emphasis on relational harmony 
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et al., 2002; Singelis et al., 1995). On the other 
hand, a low endorsement of individualism may be seen as not having a strong view of self 
as independent and self-reliant (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Singelis et al., 1995; Oyserman 
et al., 2002). Although having high collectivism does not necessarily imply low 
individualism, it does appear that the combination of either one of them and high 
attachment anxiety may make one more vulnerable to experiencing negative emotions, 
perhaps because they make one more hypervigilant and sensitive to social cues that could 
potentially be taken as signs of rejection and abandonment. However, the exacerbating 
effect of low endorsement of individualism (or mitigating effect of high endorsement of 
individualism) was only found among Singaporeans but not Australians. This result 
highlights that there may be other (cultural) influences that affected the differential 
moderating effect of personal endorsement of individualism across the two cultures that 
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were not examined and which could not be accounted for by individualism alone. On the 
other hand, the avoidance-negative emotions link was only moderated by collectivism (only 
among Singaporeans) but in unexpected ways. Avoidance only predicted negative emotions 
among Singaporeans low (but not high) on collectivism, contradicting our expectations that 
high collectivism may evoke stronger avoidance fears for intimacy resulting in poorer 
psychological outcomes. Thus, it seems that while having high collectivism exacerbates 
attachment anxiety concerns, it may instead act as a buffer to the negative emotions 
associated with avoidance among Singaporeans. These results require replicating before 
firmer conclusions should be drawn. 
 The results of this dissertation showed that at least another factor—that is, person-
culture fit—may also influence the strength of the attachment-psychological outcomes link. 
There were suggestive results showing trends of attachment anxiety/avoidance more 
strongly predicting negative emotions when there was poorer than when there was better 
person-culture fit, although results did not always reach statistical significance (Chapter 
Five). Such results converged with evidence from the extant research on person-
environment fit from organizational/industrial psychology or acculturation research 
(Chirkov, Lynch, & Niwa, 2005; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Ward & 
Chang, 1997; Ward & Searle, 1991), which shows that poorer fit between one’s personal 
characteristics and environmental characteristics poses difficulties for individuals to adapt 
and function with ease in the environment. Our findings also provided preliminary support 
for current speculations that the attachment-psychological outcomes link may be moderated 
by person-culture fit (Friedman, 2006). Possessing more similar characteristics with one’s 
environment can arguably enable one to understand and predict the actions of people 
around easier, which should facilitate one’s social interaction with others. On the contrary, 
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holding values that are not typical in one’s culture may create challenges in one’s relating 
to others or cope with stress in more adaptive ways (Frías et al., 2014). Person-culture fit 
thus serves like a kind of social lubricant that facilitates social interaction and adjustment in 
a new environment (Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010), without which, one may potentially 
encounter more social difficulties. As results have shown, poorer person-culture fit appears 
to exacerbate the negative effects of attachment anxiety and avoidance, leading to worse 
negative emotions. Like results on the moderating effects of individualism and 
collectivism, however, results on the moderating effect of person-culture fit in the 
attachment-psychological outcomes association also showed differential effects between 
Australians and Singaporeans. While attachment anxiety more strongly predicted negative 
emotions when there was poorer than better person-culture fit in individualism, this pattern 
of results was reversed in Singaporeans. These results once again highlighted that how 
attachment interacts with environmental/cultural factors is complex and not always in the 
same way across cultural contexts.  
Clinical Implications 
From the perspective of attachment theory, one’s attachment style or orientation 
provides clues to some characteristics—such as a client’s working models (beliefs and 
expectations, behaviors, or feelings) about the self, others, and relationships, personality 
characteristics, emotional regulation strategies, coping styles, and conflict resolution 
styles—that are thought to form at least part of the bases of a client’s psychopathology 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Taking such a perspective in the clinical settings may mean 
that a clinician targets factors revolving around close relationships to address a client’s 
difficulties. The findings of this dissertation contributes to the literature in highlighting that 
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the association between close relationships and psychological outcomes, while well-
documented, is complex, and that while focusing on factors more directly relating to close 
relationships may be an effective way to gain leverage on clients’ issues, there are at least 
other personal characteristics relating to culture to consider for therapeutic purposes.  
One’s cultural background influences one’s communication style—including one’s 
perception and use of personal space, bodily movements or gestures, and reliance on 
spoken words or non-verbal cues in communicating (Sue, 1990)—one’s perception of 
situations, stressors, and symptoms, and use of coping strategies (Santiago-Rivera, 1995). 
In the counselling setting, clients and clinicians with a relative individualistic orientation 
may be more used to a helping style that is less directive and involves more passive 
listening, whereas those with a relative collectivistic orientation may expect clinicians to be 
more directive (e.g., give suggestions or advice) (Sue, 1990). A clinician who is informed 
about client’s cultural orientation will be in a better position to adjust his/her 
communication and helping style to suit the client’s, and empathize with the client’s 
perception on presenting issues in ways that would benefit the intervention process. 
Besides influencing one’s communication or helping style, the results of this dissertation 
showed that clients’ cultural characteristics (i.e., personal endorsement of individualism 
and collectivism) may interact with attachment orientations in ways that affect 
psychological outcomes. Clinicians who are informed about such possibilities may be more 
sensitive to pick up information about clients’ cultural orientation, values, or beliefs during 
assessments of psychological issues, and consider them in case formulations and treatment 
planning. For example, whether a client sees the self as independent or interdependent with 
others (i.e., personal endorsement of individualism or collectivism) may affect the saliency 
of concerns about gaining social approval, maintaining social harmony, or self-sufficiency 
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(Cheng & Kwan, 2008; Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006). These factors could be discussed and 
used to contextualize a client’s existing fears relating to interpersonal issues (e.g., rejection, 
abandonment, intimacy, or dependence) especially if they are identified as contributing to a 
client’s presenting problems. This practice of utilizing information about clients’ cultural 
background (e.g., beliefs, values, norms, and customs) is especially encouraged in 
culturally-sensitive treatment or counselling approaches in contextualizing clients’ 
presenting issues, identifying culturally-relevant resources for clients (e.g., coping 
strategies and support systems), and designing culturally-informed interventions that are 
meaningful to them (Ponterotto, 1987; Santiago-Rivera, 1995). 
Discussing about relevant culture-related factors could also help a client to develop 
more awareness of his/her cultural beliefs and values which, under appropriate 
circumstances, may help the client to gain insights about the factors contributing to his/her 
presenting issues in psychoeducation, or be identified as strengths that the client could draw 
on. Helping a client to make sense of his/her circumstance and affirming his/her strengths 
are both facilitative in moving the client forward in the process of therapeutic change 
(Egan, 2014). For instance, a clinician could help a client who places high personal value 
on self-sufficiency and independence (i.e., high personal endorsement of individualism) to 
see that these qualities may help to mitigate some of the client’s fears around rejection and 
abandonment (attachment anxiety) (Chapter Three), and work with the client to affirm 
those qualities. In another case, a clinician may help another client to see that discrepancies 
between the client’s own and his/her subjective sense of the norm in cultural 
orientations/values (i.e., person-culture fit) compounds the negative effects the client 
experiences relating to his/her fears about disapproval or intimacy (Chapter Five). Part of 
the intervention for this client may then explore ways to improve his/her subjective sense of 
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fit with the social environment. Knowledge about the possible ways close relationships and 
person-culture fit may interact to influence psychological outcomes may be especially 
relevant in helping individuals who are adjusting to new cultures or environment (e.g., new 
international students and migrants, individuals who just changed jobs or transferred to a 
new school) (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Wang & Ratanasiripong, 2010; Ward & Chang, 
1997).  
At a more general level, the findings of this dissertation remind clinicians to 
recognize that every client who presents for psychotherapy is an individual in his or her 
own right. Not all clients from Western backgrounds are similarly individualistic, just as 
not all clients from Eastern/Asian backgrounds are similarly collectivistic. Rather, there are 
considerable within-culture individual differences in cultural beliefs and values (Heine et 
al., 2002), and not all are expected to fit into their social environments similarly (Chirkov et 
al., 2005; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Ward & Searle, 1991). This means that individuals 
may hold different cultural beliefs and values that could affect how their relationship 
patterns relate to their psychological outcomes differently (Chapters Three and Five). 
Therefore, it is pertinent that clinicians avoid forming prejudgments about clients based on 
their cultural backgrounds or assume that cultural influences are irrelevant in therapeutic 
settings. Instead, clinicians need to take time to understand and uncover these personal 
factors relating to culture that could potentially be leveraged upon to enhance therapeutic 
interventions that is befitting of a client-centered approach to helping (Castillo, 1997; Egan, 
2014). 
Limitations and Future Directions 
273 
 
Limitations of the studies in this dissertation have been discussed in their respective 
manuscripts in previous chapters. Thus, only key issues will be outlined here. This 
dissertation examined if individual differences in individualism and collectivism could 
account for individual differences in attachment orientations, as inferred from the typical 
explanations for East-West differences in culture level means of attachment variables, or 
strength of attachment-psychological outcomes associations. Due to limitations in 
resources, only two cultural populations (i.e., Australia and Singapore) were sampled in 
this dissertation and, hence, it was not possible (also not intended) to examine the 
associations between cultural/national levels of individualism/collectivism and attachment 
orientations across multiple cultures/nations simultaneously. Therefore, the results of this 
dissertation cannot be assumed to apply at the culture level (Hofstede, 1980). The literature 
is still in need of cross-cultural studies that sample multiple cultures, such as Schmitt et 
al.’s (2003, 2004), to directly evaluate culture level explanations for East-West differences 
in attachment anxiety and avoidance.  
 Results from this dissertation were based on cross-sectional, correlational studies. 
Hence, the causality of relationships found could not be confirmed. Bivariate relations were 
examined between attachment and cultural orientations (i.e., individualism and 
collectivism), and it was assumed that individual differences in attachment orientations 
preceded differences in psychological outcomes. However, the directionality of these 
relationships could only be established in experimental (e.g., priming) studies. 
Alternatively, future studies may consider employing a longitudinal design to track how 
attachment orientations, individualism and collectivism (and/or other culture-related 
variables), and psychological outcomes change over time, and conduct cross-lagged 
analyses to provide evidence for the directionality of their associations. Such designs may 
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be employed in both individual and culture level studies. Longer term studies open up the 
possibilities of studying how changes in individualism-collectivism may be associated with 
changes in other socio-demographic factors—such as socio-economic status, educational 
level, and family size—to affect attachment patterns within or across different cultures. 
With regards to attachment normative processes, longitudinal studies are crucial to verify if 
the sequential model of attachment transfer unfolds similarly across East-West cultures 
over time, as well as whether changes in romantic relationship status indeed play a role in 
accentuating cultural differences in the normative processes of attachment as the results of 
this dissertation suggest. 
In this dissertation, culture was measured in terms of cultural orientations and as 
internalized personal characteristics or perceived norms of individualism and collectivism. 
However, it cannot be emphasized enough that individualism and collectivism do not 
encompass all aspects of culture even though they have arguably been the most popular 
constructs studied to characterize cultural differences. Thus, cultural influences cannot be 
assumed to be quiescent on attachment in situations where individualism and collectivism 
have not been found to be significantly related to attachment differences. As the results in 
this dissertation indicated, there were some culture effects (i.e., differential attachment 
patterns between Singaporeans and Australians) that could not be accounted for by 
individualism and collectivism alone, hinting at the presence of other cultural influences (or 
conditions that presented differently in Singapore and Australia) that had not been assessed. 
One notable difference between Singapore and Australia that may be relevant to the study 
of attachment is their geography—that is, Singapore is a small city state with family 
members living in relative physical proximity with each other compared to Australia which 
is a much larger country with families more spread out. Differences in living conditions 
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and family structures (e.g., family size) have been associated with differences in attachment 
networks (e.g., size, targets of attachment) (Bretherton, 1985; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-
Schwartz, 2008). It remains to be seen if these conditions are also related to differences in 
attachment orientations. These other potential influences on attachment have up till now 
received little research and remain interesting directions for future studies. Exploring other 
probable factors or cultural influences on attachment has great potential to advance cultural 
research in attachment especially if future studies consistently find that individualism and 
collectivism are limited in explaining attachment differences that are thought to be linked 
to culture. On the other hand, this dissertation speculated that differences in the preference 
of targets for attachment might be traced to differences in family orientation between 
Singaporeans and Australians. Here, it is emphasized that these results remained 
exploratory and clearly proper assessment of family orientation and enough sampling at the 
culture level is required before any suggestions about these cultural influences on 
attachment normative processes could be verified. Such could be looked into in future 
studies. This dissertation is the first in our knowledge to examine and compare the 
normative processes of attachment between a Western and an Asian sample in the same 
study. Researchers are urged to conduct more cross-cultural studies on the normative 
processes in attachment to enrich the literature which has up to now focused 
disproportionately on cross-cultural research on individual differences. 
Several measurement issues regarding individualism and collectivism that have 
been mentioned in earlier chapters are worth noting. First, some individualism items that do 
not assess individualism as per its typical definition were omitted in its assessment in this 
dissertation, resulting in an unequal number of final individualism and collectivism items, 
which could have affected results. Although, the decision to omit those items was justified 
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by similar approaches employed elsewhere (Oyserman et al., 2002; Schimmack et al., 
2005). Second, the majority of scales chosen (e.g., ECRS, Individualism-Collectivism 
scale, and Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale) for use are well-researched scales that 
have been frequently used with non-Western/non-White populations. Therefore, an 
assumption was made that the factor structures of these scales would apply on our samples. 
These scales generally showed acceptable and comparable internal reliabilities between our 
Australian and Singaporeans samples, although an exception may be the perceived norm of 
individualism scale which showed relatively low reliabilities. Future studies should seek to 
confirm the factor structure of these scales. Third, this dissertation assessed individualism 
and collectivism as more general constructs instead of their specific content domains which 
have been suggested by some to be a more appropriate way to operationalize individualism 
and collectivism (e.g., Oyserman et al., 2002; Schimmack et al., 2005; Singelis et al., 
1995). If so, there is potential that specific content domains of individualism and 
collectivism would relate to attachment orientations across cultures differentially. This 
dissertation was unable to examine that. Future studies may seek better ways to tap into and 
tease out these different domains and their influences on attachment.  
The results of this dissertation may be subjected to the usual biases associated with 
the use of self-report measures. This dissertation sampled college students from Singapore 
and Australia for comparisons of attachment patterns between an Eastern/Asian and a 
Western culture. However, Singapore and Australia are not necessarily representative of all 
other Eastern/Asian and Western cultures, respectively, and the results of this dissertation 
would need replicating in comparisons between other Eastern/Asian and Western cultures. 
To tap into the late adolescence/young adulthood population, college students were 
sampled in the current studies. College students may represent a sector of the population 
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that is demographically dissimilar (e.g., higher in socio-economic status, higher educational 
level) than other sectors while at the same time being more similar across cultures (e.g., due 
to more exposure to other cultures and opportunities for interactions with international 
students). This could be why this dissertation found general similarities between its 
Singaporean and Australian samples who were both residing in urban settings. Perhaps 
more extreme comparisons are required to reveal more significant cross-cultural differences 
in attachment, such as between non-college individuals across nations, or even between 
individuals from rural and urban sub-cultures within the same nation. Additionally, late 
adolescence and young adulthood present developmental needs and challenges that are 
different than later adulthood (Erikson, 1968). Studies on Western populations have found 
differences in attachment patterns between adults of different age groups or life phases 
(e.g., singlehood, marriage, have children) (Doherty & Feeney, 2004; Hazan & Zeifman, 
1994). Thus, the results of this dissertation based on younger adults need replicating in 
other age groups before they should be generalized to them. 
Conclusion 
This dissertation contributes to the extant literature by providing a more organized 
picture of existing cross-cultural (i.e., East-West) adult attachment findings. In doing so, it 
made salient common themes in suggested cultural influences believed to be related to 
attachment (i.e., the cultural orientations of individualism and collectivism), as well as 
some limitations in current usual approaches to study cultural influences on attachment. In 
contrast with typical cross-cultural adult attachment studies, the present research moved 
beyond describing culture level mean differences by systematically assessing, at the 
individual level, commonly suggested culture-related variables and their associations with 
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attachment, as well as how their interactions may influence psychological outcomes. The 
present research is the first in our knowledge to apply two complementary approaches to 
assess cultural orientations (i.e., personal endorsement and perceived norms of 
individualism and collectivism) to tease apart their respective associations with attachment 
differences, as well as directly examined how person-culture fit may interact with 
attachment orientations to affect psychological outcomes. It is also the first in our 
knowledge to conduct a cross-cultural study that compared attachment normative processes 
between Eastern and Western populations. Taken together, the results presented here show 
that there are limitations to the explanatory utility of individualism and collectivism when 
applied to apparent cultural differences in attachment or the effects of attachment 
expectancies on psychological health and adjustment. Clearly, there are other culture-
related factors that need to be considered that are viable candidates for exploring the 
apparent variation in both the expression of attachment related behavior and how it 
influences psychosocial functioning. It is now time for the field to explore beyond the 
constructs of individualism and collectivism for more fruitful understanding of cultural 
influences associated with attachment processes. At the same time, we should not lose sight 
of the fact that the current results are largely consistent with the view that there are many 
more similarities with respect to attachment than differences across the contemporary, 
urban cultures examined here. In this regard we might feel comfortable in acknowledging 
the universality of attachment as proposed in Bowlby and Ainsworth (Ainsworth, 1989; 
Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Bowlby, 1969/1982). However, whether this holds when more 
extremes of cultural comparisons are made remains an open question.   
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APPENDIX A1-1 
Informed Consent 
(For Australian Participants*) 
Thank you for signing up to participate in this psychology study conducted at the Australian 
National University (ANU). In this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey that will 
take approximately 45 minutes. To thank you for volunteering in this study, you can choose to 
receive either $10 or 1 hour psychology course credit for your participation. 
In the survey, you will be asked to answer some questions regarding your thoughts and feelings in 
various areas of your life including your wellbeing, relationships, and perceptions towards people 
as well as how you approach various important questions in life. The information that you provide 
is valuable and will go towards a data pool to help us understand more about the relationships 
between people’s wellbeing and other important aspects of their lives. 
Before you agree to participate in this study, there are some things you need to know: 
 Your participation in the study is totally voluntary, and there will be no negative 
consequences if you decide not to participate. You may decline to continue with your 
participation at any point in the process. 
 All your responses to the study will be kept separately from any personal identifying 
information. The results of the study may be reported in academic publications but your 
name or personal information will not be reported in connection with the results. 
 Your personal information will be kept confidential and only accessible to the researcher. 
 You may choose to receive a summary of the research findings at the end of the study. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact: Hong-hui 
Lin (Tel: 04 2547 8110, email: honghui.lin@anu.edu.au), or Dr Ross Wilkinson (Tel: 02 6125 
2814; email: ross.wilkinson@anu.edu.au) from the ANU Psychology Department. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the ANU Human Research 
Ethics Committee: 
Human Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, 
Australian National University 
Tel: 6125 7945 
Email: human.ethics.offer@anu.edu.au 
 
I understand that by clicking on the ‘Next’ button, I indicate that I have read and 
understood the information on this page and agreed to participate in this online survey. 
 
 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual questionnaire.  
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APPENDIX A1-2 
Informed Consent 
 (For Singaporean Research Pool Participants*) 
Thank you for signing up to participate in this psychology study conducted in Nanyang 
Technological University (NTU). In this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey that 
will take 60 minutes. You will receive 2 research participation credits upon completion of the study. 
(Participation in this study for course credit is an alternative to obtaining the same amount of credit 
for a class assignment in your course.) 
In the survey, you will be asked to answer some questions regarding your thoughts and feelings in 
various areas of your life including your wellbeing, relationships, and perceptions towards people 
as well as how you approach various important questions in life. The information that you provide 
is valuable and will go towards a data pool to help us understand more about the relationships 
between people’s wellbeing and other important aspects of their lives. 
Before you agree to participate in this study, there are some things you need to know: 
 Your participation in the study is totally voluntary, and there will be no negative 
consequences if you decide not to participate. 
 You may decline to continue with your participation at any point in the process. 
 All your responses to the study will be kept separately from any personal identifying 
information. The results of the study may be reported in academic publications but your 
name or personal information will not be reported in connection with the results. 
 Your personal information will be kept confidential and only accessible to the researcher. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact: 
 Dr Wan Ching Catherine (Tel: +65 6316 8945; email: wanching@ntu.edu.sg) or 
 Ms Pony Chew (Tel: +65 9386 7545, email: ygchew1@e.ntu.edu.sg), at NTU Division of 
Psychology. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the NTU 
Institutional Review Board (IRB): 
Ms Germaine Foo, Secretariat of NTU-IRB, 
Block N2.1 B4-07, 
76 Nanyang Drive, Singapore 637331 
Tel: +65 6592 2495, Email: irb@ntu.edu.sg 
 
I understand that by clicking on the ‘Next’ button, I indicate that I have read and 
understood the information on this page and have agreed to participate in this online 
survey. 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual questionnaire.  
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APPENDIX A1-3 
Informed Consent 
 (For Singaporean Paid Participants*) 
Thank you for signing up to participate in this psychology study conducted in Nanyang 
Technological University (NTU). In this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey that 
will take 60 minutes. You will be reimbursed $10 for your time upon completion of the study. 
In the survey, you will be asked to answer some questions regarding your thoughts and feelings in 
various areas of your life including your wellbeing, relationships, and perceptions towards people 
as well as how you approach various important questions in life. The information that you provide 
is valuable and will go towards a data pool to help us understand more about the relationships 
between people’s wellbeing and other important aspects of their lives. 
Before you agree to participate in this study, there are some things you need to know: 
 Your participation in the study is totally voluntary, and there will be no negative 
consequences if you decide not to participate. 
 You may decline to continue with your participation at any point in the process. 
 All your responses to the study will be kept separately from any personal identifying 
information. The results of the study may be reported in academic publications but your 
name or personal information will not be reported in connection with the results. 
 Your personal information will be kept confidential and only accessible to the researcher. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact: 
 Dr Wan Ching Catherine (Tel: +65 6316 8945; email: wanching@ntu.edu.sg) or 
 Ms Pony Chew (Tel: +65 9386 7545, email: ygchew1@e.ntu.edu.sg), at NTU Division of 
Psychology. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the NTU 
Institutional Review Board (IRB): 
Ms Germaine Foo, Secretariat of NTU-IRB, 
Block N2.1 B4-07, 
76 Nanyang Drive, Singapore 637331 
Tel: +65 6592 2495, Email: irb@ntu.edu.sg 
 
I understand that by clicking on the ‘Next’ button, I indicate that I have read and 
understood the information on this page and have agreed to participate in this online 
survey. 
 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual questionnaire.  
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APPENDIX A2-1 
Please answer the following questions about all the people you know in general. 
Think about your all the people you know in general. Now read the following statements 
and rate how much you agree or disagree with each statement using the scale provided. 
 
Strongly disagree            Strongly agree 
                   1                2                3                 4                 5                 6                7 
I’m afraid that people may abandon me.  
My relationships with people make me doubt myself.  
I find it easy to depend on others.  
I worry that others won’t care about me as much as I care about 
them. 
 
I find that people don't want to get as close as I would like.  
It helps to turn to others in times of need.  
It makes me mad that I don't get the affection and support I need 
from others. 
 
I often worry that people don't really care for me.  
When I show my feelings to people, I'm afraid that they will not feel 
the same about me. 
 
I get uncomfortable when people want to be very close.  
I prefer not to show people how I feel deep down.  
I don’t feel comfortable opening up to people.  
I usually discuss my problems and concerns with others.  
I talk things over with people.  
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APPENDIX A2-2 
Please answer the following questions. There are no right or wrong answers for the 
statements. 
We want to know if you strongly agree or disagree with some statements. For each 
statement, 
 If you strongly agree, choose 9; 
 If you strongly disagree, choose 1; 
 If you are unsure or think that the question does not apply to you, choose 5. 
 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 2 3 4 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 6 7 8 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
I rely on myself most 
of the time; I rarely 
rely on others. 
o o o o o o o o o 
I’d rather depend on 
myself than others. 
o o o o o o o o o 
My personal identity, 
independent of others, 
is very important to 
me. 
o o o o o o o o o 
Competition is the law 
of nature.  
o o o o o o o o o 
I often do my own 
thing. 
o o o o o o o o o 
It is important that I 
do my job better than 
others. 
o o o o o o o o o 
When another person 
does better than I do, I 
get tense and aroused. 
o o o o o o o o o 
Winning is everything o o o o o o o o o 
Being a unique 
individual is important 
to me.  
o o o o o o o o o 
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Strongly 
disagree 
1 2 3 4 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 6 7 8 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
Without competition, 
it is not possible to 
have a good society. 
o o o o o o o o o 
Some people 
emphasize winning; I 
am not one of them. 
o o o o o o o o o 
If a coworker gets a 
prize, I would feel 
proud. 
o o o o o o o o o 
I enjoy working in 
situations involving 
competition. 
o o o o o o o o o 
If a relative were in 
financial difficulty, I 
would help within my 
means. 
o o o o o o o o o 
 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 2 3 4 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 6 7 8 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
To me, pleasure is 
spending time with 
others. 
o o o o o o o o o 
I feel good when I 
cooperate with others. 
o o o o o o o o o 
The wellbeing of my 
coworkers is 
important to me. 
o o o o o o o o o 
It annoys me when 
other people perform 
better than I do. 
o o o o o o o o o 
Children should be 
taught to place duty 
before pleasure.  
o o o o o o o o o 
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Strongly 
disagree 
1 2 3 4 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 6 7 8 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
It is important to me to 
maintain harmony in 
my group. 
o o o o o o o o o 
It is important to me 
that I respect the 
decisions made by my 
groups. 
o o o o o o o o o 
It is my duty to take 
care of my family, 
even when I have to 
sacrifice what I want. 
o o o o o o o o o 
I like sharing little 
things with my 
neighbors. 
o o o o o o o o o 
 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 2 3 4 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 6 7 8 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
Parents and children 
must stay together as 
much as possible. 
o o o o o o o o o 
I usually sacrifice my 
self interest for the 
benefit of my group. 
o o o o o o o o o 
My happiness depends 
very much on the 
happiness of those 
around me. 
o o o o o o o o o 
Family members 
should stick together, 
no matter what 
sacrifices are required. 
o o o o o o o o o 
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APPENDIX A2-3 
Please read each statement and choose a response which indicates how much the statement 
applied to you over the past week. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too 
much time on any statement. 
 
 
Did not 
apply  
to me at all. 
0 
Applied to 
me to some 
degree, or 
some of  
the time. 
1 
Applied to 
me to a 
considerable 
degree, or a 
good part  
of the time. 
2 
Applied to 
me 
very much, 
or 
most of the 
time. 
3 
I found it hard to wind down o o o o 
I was aware of dryness of my 
mouth 
o o o o 
I couldn’t seem to experience any 
positive feeling at all 
o o o o 
I experienced breathing difficulty 
(eg, excessively rapid breathing, 
breathlessness in the absence of 
physical exertion) 
o o o o 
I found it difficult to work up the 
initiative to do things 
o o o o 
I tended to over-react to situations o o o o 
I experienced trembling (eg, in 
the hands) 
o o o o 
I felt that I was using a lot of 
nervous energy 
o o o o 
I was worried about situations in 
which I might panic and make a 
fool of myself 
o o o o 
I felt that I had nothing to look 
forward to 
o o o o 
299 
 
 
Did not 
apply  
to me at all. 
0 
Applied to 
me to some 
degree, or 
some of  
the time. 
1 
Applied to 
me to a 
considerable 
degree, or a 
good part  
of the time. 
2 
Applied to 
me 
very much, 
or 
most of the 
time. 
3 
I found myself getting agitated o o o o 
I found it difficult to relax o o o o 
I felt down-hearted and blue o o o o 
I was intolerant of anything that 
kept me from getting on with 
what I was doing 
o o o o 
I felt I was close to panic o o o o 
I was unable to become 
enthusiastic about anything 
o o o o 
I felt I wasn’t worth much as a 
person 
o o o o 
I felt that I was rather touchy o o o o 
I was aware of the action of my 
heart in the absence of physical 
exertion (eg, sense of heart rate 
increase, heart missing a beat) 
o o o o 
I felt scared without any good 
reason 
o o o o 
I felt that life was meaningless o o o o 
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APPENDIX A2-4 
 
This part of the survey is concerned with the important relationships in your life. 
 In the spaces below, list up to 10 important people in your life: That is, people you 
currently feel a strong emotional connection with, regardless of whether that 
emotional tie is positive, negative or mixed. 
 Provide the initials of each person. If two people have the same initials, list them 
differently (e.g., include the middle initial of one or include the first letter of a 
person's nickname instead of the first name). 
 The order in which you list these people is not important. 
 It is not necessary to fill all of the available spaces but try to list as many as you 
can. 
 
 Initials of 
Person 
Sex Relationship 
with the 
Person* 
Ethnicity/Race 
Person 1     
Person 2     
Person 3     
Person 4     
Person 5     
Person 6     
Person 7     
Person 8     
Person 9     
Person 10     
 
* Participants were provided with a list of relationship types (e.g., father, mother, 
boyfriend, girlfriend) to choose from in the online survey. 
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From the people on the previous page, please list the names or nicknames of up to three 
important people in your life that apply to each statement listed below. List people in order 
of importance. That is, please make sure that the person you list first for a particular 
question is the most important one, and the second is the next most important, and so on. 
Please make sure you do not list the same person twice within a statement. You do not need 
to list three people for every statement; just list the ones that are relevant to the statement. 
 
Who do you talk to when you are worried about something or when something bad happens 
to you? 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
 
Who do you turn to for comfort when you are feeling upset or down? 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
 
Who do you feel will always be there for you, if you needed him/her? 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
 
Who do you feel you can always count on no matter what? 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
 
Who do you like to spend time with? 
302  
 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
 
Who is important for you to see/talk with regularly? 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
 
Who do you not like to be away from? 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
 
Who do you miss most during separations? 
First person  
Second person  
Third person  
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APPENDIX A3-1 
 
Debriefing 
(For Australian Participants*) 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study. This form will provide you with some information 
about what the study was about. We would, however, request that you DO NOT share this 
information with anyone, as this might adversely affect our results. 
This study aims to examine cross-cultural differences in patterns of close relationships, and how 
they relate to psychological functioning and cultural variables (e.g., values, dimensions of 
individualism-collectivism). 
In this study, you would have completed scales that asked you to identify and rate your current state 
of relationships, as well as your perception your relationship quality. These scales are developed 
using the theory of attachment, which is a major theoretical framework in the literature for 
understanding close relationships. You would have also completed scales that are designed to 
measure the degree of individualism-collectivism you endorse. The dimensions of individualism-
collectivism are also currently the major framework used to characterize and describe cultural 
differences. If you are interested in the topics investigated, you could refer to the references below 
for further reading.  
There are no anticipated risks for your participation in the study. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact:  
 Ms Lin Hong-hui (Tel: 04 2547 8110 or hong-hui.lin@anu.edu.au), or Dr Ross 
Wilkinson (Tel: 02 6125 2814; email: ross.wilkinson@anu.edu.au) from the ANU 
Psychology Department. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the ANU Human Research Ethics Committee:  
Human Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, 
Australian National University 
Tel: 02 6125 7945 
Email: human.ethics.offer@anu.edu.au 
 
Recommended readings: 
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure, dynamics and change. 
New York: The Guilford Press. 
Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and vertical 
individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 118-128. 
 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual debriefing form. 
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APPENDIX A3-2 
Debriefing 
(For Singaporean Participants*) 
Thank you for your participation in this study. This form will provide you with some information 
about what the study was about. We would, however, request that you DO NOT share this 
information with anyone, as this might adversely affect our results. 
This study aims to examine cross-cultural differences in patterns of close relationships, and how 
they relate to psychological functioning and cultural variables (e.g., values, dimensions of 
individualism-collectivism). 
  
In this study, you would have completed scales that asked you to identify and rate your current state 
of relationships, as well as your perception your relationship quality. These scales are developed 
using the theory of attachment, which is a major theoretical framework in the literature for 
understanding close relationships. You would have also completed scales that are designed to 
measure the degree of individualism-collectivism you endorse. The dimensions of individualism-
collectivism are also currently the major framework used to characterize and describe cultural 
differences. If you are interested in the topics investigated, you could refer to the references below 
for further reading. 
  
There are no anticipated risks for your participation in the study. 
  
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact: 
 Dr Wan Ching Catherine (wanching@ntu.edu.sg or HSS-04-10),  or Ms Pony Chew 
(ygchew1@e.ntu.edu.sg) at the Division of Psychology, School of Humanities and Social 
Sciences, NTU; or 
 Ms Lin Hong-hui (+61 4 2547 8110 or hong-hui.lin@anu.edu.au) at the Department of 
Psychology, Australian National University. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted, you 
may also contact the NTU Institutional Review Board (IRB): 
         Ms Germaine Foo, Secretariat of NTU-IRB, 
         Block N2.1 B4-07, 
         76 Nanyang Drive, Singapore 637331 
         Tel: +65 6592 2495, Email: irb@ntu.edu.sg 
  
Recommended readings: 
 Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure, dynamics and 
change. New York: The Guilford Press. 
Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and vertical 
individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 118-128. 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual debriefing form. 
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APPENDIX B1-1 
Informed Consent 
 (For Australian Research Pool Participants*) 
 
Thank you for signing up to participate in this study conducted in the Australian National 
University (ANU). In the survey, you will answer questions regarding your thoughts and feelings in 
areas like your wellbeing, childhood experiences, relationships, and how you approach important 
questions in life. As such, some people might find some questions require responses that are 
personally sensitive. This online survey will last about 60 minutes. You will receive 1 hour 
psychology course credits in exchange for your participation. 
Before you agree to participate in this study, you need to know: 
 Your participation in the study is totally voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at 
any point with no negative consequences. 
 There are no anticipated risks that go beyond daily life associated with your participation. 
 Your responses in this study will be anonymous. Records of your responses will be kept 
separately from any personal identifying information (e.g., your name, matriculation 
number, etc.). The results of the study may be reported in academic publications but your 
name or personal information will not be reported in connection with the results. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact: Ms Hong-
hui Lin (hong-hui.lin@anu.edu.au), or Dr Ross Wilkinson (ross.wilkinson@anu.edu.au) from the 
ANU Research School of Psychology. 
Should you experience any stress/distress arising from completing the survey, you could call 
Lifeline at 131114 (24 hours) or Kids Helpline (for people aged 25 and under) at 1800 55 1800 (24 
hours). Alternatively, you could contact the researchers at 6125 2814 or the emails above. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the ANU Human Research Ethics Committee: 
Human Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, 
Australian National University 
Tel: 6125 3427 
Email: human.ethics.officer@anu.edu.au 
 
 
I understand the procedures described above. I understand that I may refuse to participate 
or stop participating at any time without penalty. By clicking the ‘Next’ button below, I 
acknowledge that I am participating in this study of my own free will. 
 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual questionnaire.  
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APPENDIX B1-2 
Informed Consent 
 (For Australian Paid Participants*) 
 
Thank you for signing up to participate in this study conducted in the Australian National 
University (ANU). In the survey, you will answer questions regarding your thoughts and feelings in 
areas like your wellbeing, childhood experiences, relationships, and how you approach important 
questions in life. As such, some people might find some questions require responses that are 
personally sensitive. This online survey will last about 60 minutes. You will get $10 cash in 
exchange for your participation. 
Before you agree to participate in this study, you need to know: 
 Your participation in the study is totally voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at 
any point with no negative consequences. 
 There are no anticipated risks that go beyond daily life associated with your participation. 
 Your responses in this study will be anonymous. Records of your responses will be kept 
separately from any personal identifying information (e.g., your name, matriculation 
number, etc.). The results of the study may be reported in academic publications but your 
name or personal information will not be reported in connection with the results. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact: Ms Hong-
hui Lin (hong-hui.lin@anu.edu.au), or Dr Ross Wilkinson (ross.wilkinson@anu.edu.au) from the 
ANU Research School of Psychology. 
Should you experience any stress/distress arising from completing the survey, you could call 
Lifeline at 131114 (24 hours) or Kids Helpline (for people aged 25 and under) at 1800 55 1800 (24 
hours). Alternatively, you could contact the researchers at 6125 2814 or the emails above. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the ANU Human Research Ethics Committee: 
Human Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, 
Australian National University 
Tel: 6125 3427 
Email: human.ethics.officer@anu.edu.au 
 
 
I understand the procedures described above. I understand that I may refuse to participate 
or stop participating at any time without penalty. By clicking the ‘Next’ button below, I 
acknowledge that I am participating in this study of my own free will. 
 
 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual questionnaire.  
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APPENDIX B1-3 
Informed Consent 
 (For Singaporean Research Pool Participants*) 
 
Thank you for signing up to participate in this psychology study conducted in Nanyang 
Technological University (NTU). In the survey, you will be asked some questions regarding your 
thoughts and feelings in various areas such as your wellbeing, childhood experiences, current 
relationships, and how you approach important questions in life. This online survey will last about 
60 minutes. You will receive 2 research participation credits. Participation in this study for course 
credit is an alternative to obtaining the same amount of credit for a class assignment in your course. 
 
Before you agree to participate in this study, there are some things you need to know: 
 Your participation in the study is totally voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at 
any point with no negative consequences. 
 There are no anticipated risks associated with your participation in this study. 
 Your responses in this study will be anonymous. Records of your responses will be kept 
separately from any personal identifying information (e.g., your name, matriculation 
number, etc.). The results of the study may be reported in academic publications but your 
name or personal information will not be reported in connection with the results. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact the 
investigators of this study: 
 Ms Lin Hong-hui (hhlin@ntu.edu.sg), Ms Pony Chew (ygchew1@ntu.edu.sg), or Dr 
Catherine Wan Ching (wanching@ntu.edu.sg) from the Division of Psychology, NTU. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the NTU Institutional Review Board (IRB): 
Ms Germaine Foo, Secretariat of NTU-IRB 
Block N2.1 B4-07 
76 Nanyang Drive Singapore 637331 
Tel: +65 6592 2495, Email: irb@ntu.edu.sg 
 
I understand the procedures described above. I understand that I may refuse to participate 
or stop participating at any time without penalty. By clicking the ‘Next’ button below, I 
acknowledge that I am participating in this study of my own free will. 
 
 
 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual questionnaire.  
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APPENDIX B1-4 
Informed Consent 
 (For Singaporean Paid Participants*) 
 
Thank you for signing up to participate in this psychology study conducted in Nanyang 
Technological University (NTU). In the survey, you will be asked some questions regarding your 
thoughts and feelings in various areas such as your wellbeing, childhood experiences, current 
relationships, and how you approach important questions in life. This online survey will last about 
60 minutes. You will receive $5 cash + 1/10 chance to win a $10 Starbucks card/Artease voucher 
for participating. 
 
Before you agree to participate in this study, there are some things you need to know: 
 Your participation in the study is totally voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at 
any point with no negative consequences. 
 There are no anticipated risks associated with your participation in this study. 
 Your responses in this study will be anonymous. Records of your responses will be kept 
separately from any personal identifying information (e.g., your name, matriculation 
number, etc.). The results of the study may be reported in academic publications but your 
name or personal information will not be reported in connection with the results. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact the 
investigators of this study: 
 Ms Lin Hong-hui (hhlin@ntu.edu.sg), Ms Pony Chew (ygchew1@ntu.edu.sg), or Dr 
Catherine Wan Ching (wanching@ntu.edu.sg) from the Division of Psychology, NTU. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the NTU Institutional Review Board (IRB): 
Ms Germaine Foo, Secretariat of NTU-IRB 
Block N2.1 B4-07 
76 Nanyang Drive Singapore 637331 
Tel: +65 6592 2495, Email: irb@ntu.edu.sg 
 
I understand the procedures described above. I understand that I may refuse to participate 
or stop participating at any time without penalty. By clicking the ‘Next’ button below, I 
acknowledge that I am participating in this study of my own free will. 
 
 
 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual questionnaire.  
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APPENDIX B2-1 
For the following items, show how much you agree with each statement by rating them 
using the scale provided. 
 
Overall, I am a worthwhile person. 
Totally  
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I am easier to get to know than most people. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I feel confident that other people will be there for me when I need them. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I prefer to depend on myself rather than other people. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I prefer to keep to myself. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
To ask for help is to admit that you are a failure.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
People’s worth should be judged by what they achieve.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
Achieving things is more important than building relationships.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
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Doing your best is more important that getting on with others. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
  
If you’ve got a job to do, you should do it no matter who gets hurt. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
It’s important to me that others like me. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
  
It’s important to me to avoid doing things that others won’t like. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
  
I find it hard to make a decision unless I know what other people think. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
  
My relationships with others are generally superficial. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
  
Sometimes I think I am no good at all. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
  
I find it hard to trust other people. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
  
I find it difficult to depend on others. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
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I find that others are reluctant to get as close as I would like.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I find it relatively easy to get close to other people.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I find it easy to trust others.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I feel comfortable depending on other people.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I worry that others won’t care about me as much as I care about them.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I worry about people getting to close.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I worry that I won’t measure up to other people.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I have mixed feelings about being close to others.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
While I want to get close to others, I feel uneasy about it. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
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I wonder why people would want to be involved with me.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
It’s very important to have a close relationship.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I worry a lot about my relationships.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I wonder how I would cope without someone to love me.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I feel confident about relating to others.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I often feel left out or alone.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I often worry that I do not really fit in with other people.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
Other people have their own problems, so I don’t bother them with mine.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
When I talk over my problems with others, I generally feel ashamed or foolish.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
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I am too busy with other activities to put much time into relationships.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
If something is bothering me, others are generally aware and concerned.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I am confident that other people will like and respect me.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
I get frustrated when others are not available when I need them.  
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
 
Other people often disappoint me. 
Totally 
Disagree 
1 
o 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 
o 
Slightly 
Disagree 
3 
o 
Slightly 
Agree 
4 
o 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
o 
Totally 
Agree 
6 
o 
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APPENDIX B2-2 
(Personal endorsement version) 
In this part, we are interested in finding out how much YOU PERSONALLY agree or 
disagree with each statement. There are no right or wrong answers. 
In the following, think about YOURSELF, that is, YOUR OWN PERSONAL OPINION. 
Rate how much do YOU PERSONALLY agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
I rely on myself most of the time; I rarely rely on others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
I’d rather depend on myself than others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Competition is the law of nature. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
  
I often do my own thing. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important that I do my job better than others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
When another person does better than I do, I get tense and aroused. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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Winning is everything. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Being a unique individual is important to me. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
  
Without competition, it is not possible to have a good society. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Some people emphasize winning; I am not one of them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
If a coworker gets a prize, I would feel proud. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
I enjoy working in situations involving competition. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
If a relative were in financial difficulty, I would help within my means. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To me, pleasure is spending time with others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
I feel good when I cooperate with others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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The wellbeing of my coworkers is important to me. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It annoys me when other people perform better than I do. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Children should be taught to place duty before pleasure. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
  
It is important to me to maintain harmony in my group. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is my duty to take care of my family, even when I have to sacrifice what I want. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
I like sharing little things with my neighbors. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
 
 
 
 
Parents and children must stay together as much as possible. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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I usually sacrifice my self interest for the benefit of my group. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
My happiness depends very much on the happiness of those around me. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Family members should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are required. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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APPENDIX B2-3 
(Perceived norm Singapore version) 
In this part, we are interested in finding out how much SINGAPOREANS IN GENERAL 
agree or disagree with each statement. There are no right or wrong answers. 
In the following, think about SINGAPOREANS IN GENERAL. Rate how much would 
SINGAPOREANS IN GENERAL agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
Singaporeans would rather depend on themselves than others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans rely on themselves most of the time; they rarely rely on others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans often do their own things. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans' personal identity, independent of others, is very important to them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Being a unique individual is important to Singaporeans. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important to Singaporeans to do their job better than others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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To Singaporeans, winning is everything. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Singaporeans, competition is the law of nature. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
When another person does better than a Singaporean, he/she gets tense and aroused. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans enjoy working in situations involving competition. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Some people emphasize winning; a Singaporean is not one of them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Singaporeans, without competition, it is not possible to have a good society. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It annoys Singaporeans when other people perform better than they do. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
If a coworker gets a prize, Singaporeans would feel proud. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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To Singaporeans, the wellbeing of their coworkers is important to them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Singaporeans, pleasure is spending time with others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans feel good when they cooperate with others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
If a relative were in financial difficulty, Singaporeans would help within their means. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important to Singaporeans to maintain harmony in their group. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans like sharing little things with their neighbors. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
The happiness of Singaporeans depends very much on the happiness of those around them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans think that parents and children must stay together as much as possible. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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Singaporeans think it is their duty to take care of their family, even when they have to 
sacrifice what they want. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Singaporeans, family members should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are 
required. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important to Singaporeans that they respect the decisions made by their groups. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Singaporeans, children should be taught to place duty before pleasure. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Singaporeans usually sacrifice their self-interest for the benefit of their group. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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APPENDIX B2-4 
(Perceived norm Australia version) 
In this part, we are interested in finding out how much AUSTRALIANS IN GENERAL 
agree or disagree with each statement. There are no right or wrong answers. 
In the following, think about AUSTRALIANS IN GENERAL. Rate how much would 
AUSTRALIANS IN GENERAL agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
Australians would rather depend on themselves than others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians rely on themselves most of the time; they rarely rely on others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians often do their own things. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians' personal identity, independent of others, is very important to them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Being a unique individual is important to Australians. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important to Australians to do their job better than others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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To Australians, winning is everything. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Australians, competition is the law of nature. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
When another person does better than an Australian, he/she gets tense and aroused. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians enjoy working in situations involving competition. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Some people emphasize winning; an Australian is not one of them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Australians, without competition, it is not possible to have a good society. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It annoys Australians when other people perform better than they do. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
If a coworker gets a prize, Australians would feel proud. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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To Australians, the wellbeing of their coworkers is important to them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Australians, pleasure is spending time with others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians feel good when they cooperate with others. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
If a relative were in financial difficulty, Australians would help within their means. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important to Australians to maintain harmony in their group. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians like sharing little things with their neighbors. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
The happiness of Australians depends very much on the happiness of those around them. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians think that parents and children must stay together as much as possible. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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Australians think it is their duty to take care of their family, even when they have to 
sacrifice what they want. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Australians, family members should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are 
required. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
It is important to Australians that they respect the decisions made by their groups. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
To Australians, children should be taught to place duty before pleasure. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
 
Australians usually sacrifice their self-interest for the benefit of their group. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
4 
o 
Unsure/ 
does not 
apply 
5 
o 
6 
o 
7 
o 
8 
o 
Strongly 
agree 
9 
o 
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APPENDIX B2-5 
Please read each statement and choose a number 0, 1, 2 or 3 which indicates how much the 
statement applies to you in general. 
There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any statement. 
The rating scale is as follows: 
0 Does not apply to me at all 
1 Applies to me to some degree, or some of the time 
2 Applies to me to a considerable degree, or a good part of time 
3 Applies to me very much, or most of the time 
 
I found it hard to wind down 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I was aware of dryness of my mouth 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I couldn’t seem to experience any positive feeling at all 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I experienced breathing difficulty (eg, excessively rapid breathing, breathlessness in the 
absence of physical exertion) 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I found it difficult to work up the initiative to do things 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
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I tended to over-react to situations 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
I experienced trembling (eg, in the hands) 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I felt that I was using a lot of nervous energy 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I was worried about situations in which I might panic and make a fool of myself 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I felt that I had nothing to look forward to 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I found myself getting agitated 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I found it difficult to relax 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I felt down-hearted and blue 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
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I was intolerant of anything that kept me from getting on with what I was doing 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I felt I was close to panic 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I was unable to become enthusiastic about anything 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I felt I wasn’t worth much as a person 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I felt that I was rather touchy 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I was aware of the action of my heart in the absence of physical exertion (eg, sense of heart 
rate increase, heart missing a beat) 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
 
I felt scared without any good reason 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
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I felt that life was meaningless 
Does not apply to me at all 
0 
o 
Applies to me to some 
degree, or some of the time 
1 
o 
Applies to me to a 
considerable degree, or a 
good part of time 
2 
o 
Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time 
3 
o 
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APPENDIX B3-1 
Debriefing 
(For Australian participants*) 
 Thank you for your participation in this study. This form will provide you with some 
information about what the study was about. We would, however, request that you DO NOT share 
this information with anyone, as this might adversely affect our results. 
This study aims to examine cross-cultural differences in patterns of close relationships, and 
how they relate to psychological functioning and cultural variables (e.g., dimensions of 
individualism-collectivism).  
 In this study, you would have completed scales that asked you to identify and rate your 
feelings and perception towards relationships. These scales are developed using the theory of 
attachment, which is a major theoretical framework in the literature for understanding close 
relationships. You would have also completed scales that are designed to measure the degree of 
individualism-collectivism you endorse. The dimensions of individualism-collectivism are also the 
major framework used to characterize and describe cultural differences. If you are interested in the 
topics investigated, you could refer to the references below for further reading.  
 There are no anticipated risks for your participation in the study. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact:  
 Ms Lin Hong-hui (Tel: 04 2547 8110 or hong-hui.lin@anu.edu.au), or Dr Ross 
Wilkinson (Tel: 02 6125 2814; email: ross.wilkinson@anu.edu.au) from the ANU 
Psychology Department. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was conducted you 
may also contact the ANU Human Research Ethics Committee:  
Human Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, 
Australian National University 
Tel: 02 6125 7945 
Email: human.ethics.offer@anu.edu.au 
 
Recommended readings: 
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure, dynamics and change. 
New York: The Guilford Press. 
Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and vertical 
individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 118-128. 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual debriefing form. 
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APPENDIX B3-2 
Debriefing 
(For Singaporean participants*) 
 Thank you for your participation in this study. This form will provide you with some 
information about what the study was about. We would, however, request that you DO NOT share 
this information with anyone, as this might adversely affect our results. 
This study aims to examine cross-cultural differences in patterns of close relationships, and 
how they relate to psychological functioning and cultural variables (e.g., dimensions of 
individualism-collectivism).  
 In this study, you would have completed scales that asked you to identify and rate your 
feelings and perception towards relationships. These scales are developed using the theory of 
attachment, which is a major theoretical framework in the literature for understanding close 
relationships. You would have also completed scales that are designed to measure the degree of 
individualism-collectivism you endorse. The dimensions of individualism-collectivism are also the 
major framework used to characterize and describe cultural differences. If you are interested in the 
topics investigated, you could refer to the references below for further reading.  
 There are no anticipated risks for your participation in the study. 
If you have any questions or require further information about the study, please contact:  
- Ms Lin Hong-hui (hhlin@ntu.edu.sg) from the Research School of Psychology, Australian 
National University;  
- Dr Catherine Wan Ching (wanching@ntu.edu.sg) or Ms Pony Chew (ygchew1@e.ntu.edu.sg) 
from the Division of Psychology, NTU.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the nature in which the research was 
conducted, you may also contact the NTU Institutional Review Board (IRB) at irb@ntu.edu.sg  
Recommended readings: 
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure, dynamics and change. 
New York: The Guilford Press. 
Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and vertical 
individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 118-128. 
 
 
*These words were not presented in the actual debriefing form. 
